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Introduction 
Determining the markers of group identity has always been one of the major concerns of 
anthropologists. Archaeologists and historians face a particular challenge in that their study subjects 
have long since succumbed to the obscuring effects of time. Archaeologists draw on the material 
remains of a culture in order to understand it. Historians use documents to re-build the past. Each 
discipline uses different evidence to answer the same question: what were the past and its peoples like? 
When used in conjunction with archaeological techniques, historical documents can provide a powerful 
tool for peering through the window of the past to reveal the subtleties and complexities of long 
deceased societies.  
This paper began with a simple question: is there a difference in the consumption patterns of 
wild fauna between the rural and urban elite in the 18
th
 century Chesapeake? One might ask why the 
foodways of colonial Chesapeake life are worth studying. Foodways encompass the study of the 
dynamic relationship between people and food. Superficially, foodways researchers study what and 
how people eat. They deduce provisioning patterns, discuss dietary needs, and postulate husbandry 
habits. Foodways, however, are more than just the mechanisms and raw data surrounding food use. 
Anthropologists believe it is possible to glean a deeper understanding of a culture from their foodways. 
Everything about food, from the production methods to the types of food that it is permissible to eat, is 
manufactured by people. 
Hortense Powdermaker provides a simple and elegant summary of the reasoning behind 
studying foodways: “Eating has an important social function among any people…[E]ating is a social 
institution as well as an individual physiological necessity” (1932). Humans need to eat. This simple 
fact means that food is deeply enmeshed in the daily cycle and social structure. It is easy to overlook 
the importance of life‟s most prosaic parts. An activity‟s repetitive nature can often distract from its 
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significance. Feeding oneself is such a basic need that one forgets that food, along with the rituals and 
processes surrounding it, are shaped by culture, which in turn is created by people. 
Foodways are one of the most fundamental ways groups differentiate themselves from each 
other. Susan Kalčik writes, “Foodways bind individuals together, define the limits of the group‟s 
outreach and identity, distinguish in-group from out-group, serve as a medium of inter-group 
communication, celebrate cultural cohesion, and provide a context for performance of group rituals” 
(1984). As a cultural anthropologist, Kalčik focuses on the present-day utility of foodways. Don Yoder, 
one of the earliest proponents of American foodways studies, acknowledges the historical component 
of foodways: “each regional and national cuisine is a culinary hybrid, with an elaborate stratigraphy of 
diverse historical layers combined into a usable and evidently satisfying structure” (1982). 
Understanding a facet of elite colonial foodways may, therefore, provide a deeper understanding of the 
group in question, as well as of the historical dynamics and implications that co-evolved to create the 
distinct culture of the early Chesapeake.  
It has long been accepted that wildlife likely held some sort of importance in the elite colonial 
diet. This study seeks to quantify the actual relevance of wild fauna by ascertaining whether or not 
recognizable patterns for urban versus rural elite consumption of wild animals exist and, if so, what 
those patterns reveal about eighteenth century Chesapeake gentry life. To accomplish this, thirteen sites 
were chosen from the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation‟s zooarchaeological database. Of these sites, 
eight represent rural plantations and five are urban establishments. Comparisons using MNI, NISP, and 
biomass data were conducted. Pattern recognition was used to discern the relative importance of wild 
animals in the elite diet. Historical documents were used to support the findings from the pattern 
analysis.  
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Foodways Theory 
 Before proceeding, it is necessary to understand the theoretical perspectives involved in 
foodways studies. Without the theoretical basis established by symbolic anthropology and 
developmentalism, it would be impossible to draw deeper meaning from a group‟s food production, 
selection, and consumption patterns. These two viewpoints, along with historical particularism and the 
dramaturgical perspective, offer the foundation for the cultural analysis presented in this study. Mary 
Douglas‟ work provides a possible interpretation of the results of this study. 
Symbolic Anthropology 
 Symbolic anthropology serves as the basis for being able to conduct foodways analysis from 
archaeological remains. It also provides the means for understanding the results found in this study. 
The lens of culture tints how people see and interact with the world around them. Clifford Geertz 
(1973) described culture as “a system of inherited conceptions expressed in symbolic forms by means 
of which people communicate, perpetuate, and develop their knowledge about and attitudes toward 
life”. Hints of a people‟s culture and internal belief structures are reflected in every action and in every 
product created by that society. Symbolic meaning is embedded in all facets of life, including the most 
mundane chores and objects (Geertz, 1973).  
Through this understanding of culture, it becomes possible to interpret foodways in a way that 
reveals meaningful information about the group practicing them. In Mary Douglas‟ seminal work, 
“Deciphering the Meal” (1971), she explains, “If food is treated as a code, the messages it encodes will 
be found in the pattern of social relations being expressed. The message is about different degrees of 
hierarchy, inclusion and exclusion, boundaries and transactions across boundaries.” Douglas clearly 
articulates the idea that culture and social structure may be deduced from foodways.  
The types of food chosen, the means of acquiring the food, and the ways in which food is 
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prepared and consumed reveal the complex social dynamics that denote power in a group. Abner 
Cohen (1974) writes, “the social significance of symbolic action can be discovered only when it is 
studied within the context of social relationships. Symbolic action is an essential process for the 
development of selfhood, but its patterns are provided by society and are always loaded with 
consequences, many of which are unintended by the actors”. Cohen emphasizes the importance of 
understanding the relational context of symbolic structures. This is especially relevant in archaeological 
investigations of foodways because it is tempting to simply provide a list of attributes, artifacts, and 
remains or a description of a practice without placing the information within a cultural framework that 
allows for a deeper comprehension of the social structures reflected by the foodways (Cohen, 1974). 
Anna Meigs proves the utility of the relational approach through a case study of the foodways of the 
Hua people of the Eastern Highlands of Papua New Guinea. Meigs explores the idea that, while the 
ways in which food is categorized might reflect “the distinctness of social groups”, the trade of food 
reinforces “the bonds of social alliance and solidarity” (Meigs, 1997). 
As with other anthropological theories, it is important not to become trapped by the constraints 
of one viewpoint because it is rare that a single vision can account for every nuance of human behavior. 
While Cohen and Meigs‟ relational approach is very useful, it is possible that the exchange of food can 
both simultaneously emphasize class distinctions, as postulated by Douglas and others, while 
strengthening and promoting social ties and solidarity, as proposed by Meigs. Powdermaker eloquently 
summarizes a multi-dimensional understanding of looking at foodways: “The communal eating of food 
and customs concerning it may be said to have a double social function: (1) to maintain the cohesion of 
the society and the groups within it; (2) to determine, in part, the relation of the individual to the society 
and to the smaller groups within it” (Powdermaker, 1932). 
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Developmentalist Theory 
Symbolic anthropology‟s greatest strength lies in that it “recognises that „taste‟ is culturally 
shaped and socially controlled” (Mennell, 1985), which leads to everything produced by the group 
being imprinted with its stamp. Another of symbolic anthropology‟s assets is its insistence that aspects 
of the culture may be understood by decoding the symbolic meaning invested in a group‟s products and 
rituals. One of the primary critiques of symbolic anthropology and its associated theory, structuralism, 
is Levi-Strauss‟ pursuit of a universal „code‟ or „deep structure‟. Since this paper seeks to explain a 
practice associated with one group in a specific area and time, it is unnecessary to deal with this 
problem. 
The other major issue is an inability to track change over time or explain the origins of a 
cultural practice. This, ironically, is the result of structuralism‟s structure; structuralism and symbolic 
anthropology focus on explaining the significance and utility of present cultural forms without 
considering the past. Structuralism relies on the concept that everything in a society serves a purpose, 
which promotes the notion of a static culture. Structuralism‟s greatest weakness is its inability to 
explain why cultures change over time.   
The developmentalist approach as described by Stephen Mennell (1992) incorporates the best 
parts of symbolic anthropology while attempting to rectify its problems. Developmentalism draws on 
the work of anthropologists who take the ecological approach to understanding human behavior and 
culture, such as Marvin Harris, Roy Rappaport, Emilio Moran, and Bruce Winterhalder (Mennell, 
1992; Moran, 1990; Harris, 2001; Smith and Winterhalder, 1992). Specifically, developmentalism 
acknowledges the existence of ecological factors that must be considered when analyzing a group or 
cultural construct. These factors can be both environmental and social (Harris, 2001). Looking at 
physical features in a group‟s location can provide explanations or hints for selected cultural practices‟ 
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beginnings or dynamics of change (Moran, 1990). The ecological approach is an effective supplement 
to structuralist or symbolic studies because it offers a patch to that overcomes the tendency to view 
cultures as fixed entities. The developmentalist perspective is incorporated into the symbolic 
anthropology perspective in order to provide explanations for the human behaviors that produced the 
archaeological patterns that were studied.  
Historical Particularism  
Franz Boas, the father of American anthropology, presents another method for overcoming 
structuralism and symbolic anthropology‟s  flaw: historical particularism. In his 1920 article, “The 
Methods of Ethnology”, Boas posits that cultures do not emerge in a vacuum, rather, “each cultural 
group has its own unique history, dependent partly upon the peculiar inner development of the social 
group, and partly upon the foreign influences to which it has been subjected”. This holds true for 
studying historic populations (Boas, 1920).  
Like modern culture groups, our ancestors‟ customs did not spontaneously spring fully formed 
into existence. Boas believed that to truly understand a culture, an anthropologist must comprehend the 
ways in which the past affect the present. This is especially true when one considers that Boas believed 
that all aspects of a culture were inherently modifiable and subject to a “constant state of flux”. 
Historical particularism allows the modern anthropologist to use symbolic anthropology‟s decryption 
properties while tracing the roots and changes of cultural practices to gain an ultimately complete 
understanding of their subject matter (Boas, 1920). This study focuses on a particular time and place, 
but all the results are predicated on the acknowledgement that the practices uncovered by statistical 
analysis stem from a deep historic background, which is briefly discussed later.  
The Dramaturgical Perspective 
Although Erving Goffman was a sociologist, his dramaturgical perspective provides some key 
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insights for understanding the relationships between the individual, society, and foodways. According 
to Goffman, all human behavior could be understood as a performance. There are certain expectations 
when an individual enters a scene with another person. A person simultaneously puts out information 
about his or herself while receiving information about the other actor. Both players seek to discover 
clues as to the others‟ socio-economic status, opinions about the other actor, trustworthiness, etc. This 
information provides cues that tell the individuals what is expected of them in the interaction (Goffman, 
1959). 
 Individuals must constantly monitor and adjust their persona to fit the social situation in such a 
way that they can attain what they desire. Actors provide information to others in a variety of ways, but 
for this paper the most significant method for broadcasting social tells are the “sign-vehicles”. Sign-
vehicles can be physical objects, such as food or clothes, or intangible sentiments, such as words and 
expressions, which carry a culturally pre-encoded meaning that may be deciphered by the intended 
recipient. Essentially, actors may use props to help modify or reinforce the image that they are trying to 
project in order to get what they want out of an interaction (Goffman, 1959).  
Applying Theory 
Symbolic anthropology provides the theoretical foundations that make this study a worthwhile 
endeavor. Symbolic anthropology posits that people‟s cultural structures are reflected in their practices 
and objects. This study rests on the assumption that it is possible to develop a greater cultural 
understanding from the material the group left behind. Mary Douglas proves that one can and should 
use symbolic anthropology to understand food and the culture that produced it. The primary focus of 
this paper is to provide a cultural interpretation of faunal remains. Without the structure provided by 
symbolic anthropology, it would be impossible to carry out a meaningful analysis.   
Anna Meigs and Abner Cohen created a framework that relies on symbolic anthropology but 
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emphasizes the relational contexts of food. In terms of this study, Cohen and Meigs provide the 
justification for interpreting the relational social dynamics embedded in colonial Chesapeake foodways. 
Cohen, Meigs, and Powdermaker all agree on another basic precept of this study: foodways are a way 
to reinforce and delineate social bonds. This paper examines the social implications of serving and 
consuming a particular type of food in a historical context and uses the philosophy espoused by these 
symbolic anthropologists as a way of understanding the data set.  
The developmentalist approach as described by Stephen Mennell, Marvin Harris, Roy 
Rappaport, and others insists that symbolic anthropology is a viable method of understanding culture, 
but that ecological factors must also be considered when attempting to understand a group. The 
developmentalist approach is important for this study because it helped determine what animals would 
have been considered high status because of the difficulty in obtaining them. The only way to do this is 
to understand the colonial Chesapeake‟s environment.  
Developmentalist theory is also important to this study because it gives symbolic anthropology 
the added flexibility of accepting historic changes over time. Since this study incorporates a small 
section on the changes in the historic roles of wildlife in the diet, the developmentalist theory is 
essential for legitimizing providing the historic perspective. Franz Boas‟ insistence on the importance 
of historical particularism was taken seriously and applied in this study. Like developmentalist theory, 
it helps overcome symbolic anthropology‟s major shortcoming: an inability to trace and explain change 
over time. This study acknowledges that Chesapeake colonists brought with them a whole set of beliefs 
from the old world, all of which had their own roots in a deeper past and all of which affected their 
practices.  
Goffman‟s dramaturgical perspective is especially important to this study. In Goffman‟s 
analysis, serving food regarded as special or elite can act as a sign-vehicle that demonstrates an actor‟s 
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association with those selfsame qualities. This, in turn, causes others to react in a specific, favorable 
manner to the actor. It is also important to note that, although the individual may consciously attempt to 
affect others‟ perceptions by manipulating their impressions, the actor might also unconsciously 
perform a certain part because of his or her group‟s expectations. In other words, people may behave a 
certain way because it is expected of them. An elite‟s insistence on sharing wild fauna with others at the 
dinner table may be an anticipated habit, but it also tells an observer that the food is a significant sign-
vehicle that helps associate the actor with prestige and power.  
Thorstein Veblen‟s concept of conspicuous consumption is part of the foundation for this 
construction of Goffman‟s theory. Conspicuous consumption is the practice of spending exorbitant 
amounts of money on goods that, once possessed, serve as a means of establishing, displaying, and 
maintaining a person‟s wealth, power, and prestige (Veblen, 1934). This study‟s ultimate findings seem 
to point to the colonial elite using wild fauna on their dinner tables as a form of conspicuous 
consumption and as a way to carry out their assigned roles.  
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Archaeological Theory 
Pattern recognition, also known as pattern analysis, is the primary archaeological method used 
for analyzing the sites in this study. Stanley South first proposed pattern recognition as an important 
tool for archaeologists in a 1978 article entitled “Pattern Recognition in Historical Archaeology”. 
Pattern analysis has its foundations in processual archaeology.  
Processualists ascribe to Leslie White‟s theory of culture as an exosomatic entity that is 
determined by local environmental conditions rather than by individual members of a community 
(White, 1959). As a natural force that responds to external stimuli, cultural evolution must follow a 
predictable set of rules (Trigger, 2006). Since culture is outside of the individual, its effects are 
manifested in the products a group creates to survive, and it follows specific rules, it is possible to 
understand a society and its cultural processes through the material remains it leaves behind once the 
environmental variables are tabulated.  
The ultimate goal of pattern analysis is very much in keeping with the processualist philosophy 
because it seeks to identify a general set of characteristics or categories by examining selected sites 
(Deagan, 1982). According to Sue Mullins Moore, “the fundamental utility of patterns or pattern 
recognition […] lies in their ability to indicate underlying cultural processes” (Samford, 1996). South 
believed that archaeologists could use pattern recognition to identify what type of group occupied a site 
in the absence of historic records or, more radically, to help redefine sites that historical documents may 
have incorrectly pigeonholed (South, 1978).   
While pattern analysis holds a great deal of promise, there are several problems with the 
method. First and foremost, like any anthropological pursuit, the archaeologist‟s biases and worldviews 
may affect his or her interpretation of a site. This includes a range of possible manifestations, including 
a tendency to understand past behaviors using modern equivalents as well as the anthropologist‟s belief 
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in a certain theoretical framework. The best protection against this is constant vigilance and a 
discussion of the archaeologist‟s theory before any analysis begins.  
Another limitation of pattern analysis is the difficulty in establishing the viability of cross-site 
comparisons. Any number of factors may affect sites‟ eligibilities. For example, taphonomic processes 
and conditions may be so poor at certain sites that it would be impossible to know if one has a truly 
representative sample. Cruz-Uribe proved that the larger the sample size, the greater a site‟s diversity. It 
has also been proposed that excavation methods may affect pattern analysis. If an archaeologist 
uses1/8
th
 inch screens, they may end up with a larger sample than an archaeologist using 1/4
th
 inch 
screens (Cruz-Uribe, 1988). Another concern is knowing when there is enough evidence from a 
sufficient number of sites to constitute statistically significant evidence. The only way to combat these 
issues is to be aware of the problems and attempt to create or gain access to the best matched, largest 
sites.  
It is possible, however, that the use of different excavation methods may not completely rule 
out pattern analysis. J.W. Joseph (1989) reviewed multiple archeological sites in Georgia that had been 
uncovered using sampling excavations or block excavation. According to the historical record, these 
sites were comparable. Joseph found that, although archaeologists employed differing excavation 
strategies, the expected patterns still emerged. Sites for comparison must therefore be chosen with 
preservation and sample size in mind. 
 Pattern analysis‟ final weakness is its tendency to oversimplify the features leading to a site‟s 
creation. Although pattern recognition is useful for finding the differences between groups, it often 
misses intra-group variability. Even after identifying macro group characteristics, one must keep in 
mind that pattern recognition may attribute or obscure certain characteristics to a group that may or 
may not necessarily be an integral part of their makeup (Reitz 1987). For example, although people of a 
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certain status might be likely to consume certain types of food, their choices might also be limited by 
their location, their access to markets, personal preferences, or membership in another type of group 
(race, sex, age, etc.).  
 Despite these faults, pattern analysis remains a singularly powerful weapon in the 
archaeologist‟s analytical arsenal, which is why it was chosen for this study. This report will later 
discuss the steps taken to minimize the effect of some of the problems associated with pattern analysis 
on this study in the methods section. Ultimately, pattern analysis allows archaeologists to discover 
group variability and inconsistencies within the archaeological and historic records. These 
discrepancies provide important opportunities for further exploration, as was done in this study.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lapera 17 
 
Methods 
 
This paper takes a primarily synchronic view of elite eating habits by focusing on the mid-
eighteenth century. This particular moment in American history is fascinating because it is filled with 
currents of loyalty and admiration for Great Britain set against a growing background dissatisfaction 
with England‟s rule. This period offers a fascinating view of how the elites, a group traditionally 
associated with cultural, social, and political conservatism, dealt with the conflicting desire to distance 
themselves from the motherland while also coveting and elevating English fashions and traditions as 
the pinnacle of human civilization and achievement. Temporal grouping allows for a more successful 
pattern analysis because it helps ameliorate the effects of cultural evolution and change over time, 
which would hinder pattern recognition‟s ability to make legitimate comparisons. This section will 
discuss site selection and methods of analysis.  
However, like everything in culture, dining practices did not spring fully formed into society. It 
has deep roots in the past and, to fully appreciate the culinary consumption patterns of the mid-
eighteenth century Chesapeake elite, one must be familiar with the historic origins. While archaeology 
can provide those curious about the past a window into unwritten history, it is also important to include 
the documentary evidence where available to create a more nuanced and subtle understanding of what 
the past was really like. 
Site Selection 
Thirteen sites were chosen for this study. Eight are rural plantations and six are urban sites. The 
rural sites include: Monticello-Dry Well, Wilton Plantation, Kippax Plantation, Ferry Farm, Curles 
Neck, VIMS, Cawsons Plantation, and Mount Vernon- South Grove. The urban sites include: the 
Peyton Randolph House, Shields Tavern, the Coffeehouse, the Storehouse, and the Tavern. All the sites 
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are clustered in a limited geographic area, namely the Chesapeake. This ensures sufficient cultural and 
environmental similarity to enable a legitimate pattern recognition analysis.  
It should be noted that there is a miniature diachronic study of the Coffeehouse as the site 
evolves from a storehouse, to the Coffeehouse, to a tavern. Although the Coffeehouse site extends over 
a period of time, the site remained elite through the entire period, a fact assures its comparability within 
the study. In addition, the extreme ends of the Coffeehouse site‟s date range still fall solidly within the 
mid-eighteenth century.  
Of the five urban sites, four were commercial properties and one was a residence. Ideally, all of 
the urban sites would be residential, but there simply has not been sufficient zooarchaeological work 
conducted on urban sites to include a wider sample. Statistical analysis, however, suggests that the 
commercial properties are comparable to the Peyton Randolph House. The similarity of the urban sites 
should allow for a legitimate pattern recognition analysis and comparison against rural elite eating 
patterns.    
Identification 
 
The process for identifying bones is simple, though laborious. First, the bones are excavated in 
the field and separated out from other archaeological remains to be sent to the zooarchaeology lab. 
Once the bones arrive, they are split into two groups: identifiable and indeterminate. When possible, 
indeterminate bones were sorted into class and order. Identifiable bones were categorized to the lowest 
taxonomic group using the zooarchaeological comparative collection housed in the Archaeological 
Collections Building at Colonial Williamsburg.  
Unfortunately, the same team did not conduct all of the archaeological excavations. This may 
affect comparability for pattern recognition analysis across sites because of differing retrieval methods 
across sites. Retrieval methods have been shown to affect collection composition. Bones pulled from 
Lapera 19 
 
unscreened material tend to be biased towards bigger mammals (Payne, 1972). Even using a 1/4 inch 
screen may skew results in favor of larger animals, leading some archaeologists to conclude that hand 
troweling is the best method for creating a representative assemblage (Schaffer, 1992). Although 
different archaeological teams worked on the sites, it will be assumed for the purposes of this study that 
their methods were similar enough to allow for comparison. Twelve of the thirteen sites were sifted 
using a 1/4 inch screens. Archaeologists at Curles Neck chose to do sampled 1/4 inch screening. Many 
used more advanced techniques, such as finer screens or flotation. The sites include data points for 
smaller fauna like birds, fish, and reptiles, suggesting that the recovery methods were sufficiently 
meticulous to avoid bias from poor collection practices.   
 Although the archaeological excavations were carried out by several teams, all the specimen 
identification was done by the archaeologists at Colonial Williamsburg Foundation‟s zooarchaeological 
laboratory. All identifiable bones were examined by Joanne Bowen and her staff. Since all of the bones 
were identified by the same lab, the same parameters and protocols were used for grouping and 
identifying all specimens. Having the same lab do all the classifications also means that the types of 
errors made during the identification should be consistent across all sites, further enhancing 
comparability for the pattern analysis.  
Taphonomy 
 
 Taphonomy is the study of the processes that affect the preservation of biological remains over 
time. Taphonomic processes shape the archaeological record. Several variables form taphonomic 
processes, but environmental variables make up the majority. These include, but are not limited to, soil 
acidity, weather, rate of coverage, and scavenging (Schiffer, 1996). Basic soils help preserve skeletal 
remains, while acidic or sandy soils can eat away at bone. Areas with hot, humid, and wet climates tend 
to destroy bone more quickly than locations with cool, dry weather. Bones that are covered quickly and 
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deeply preserve better than bones that remain at the surface for long periods. This is partially because 
bones that sit near the outer layer of earth are subject to more weathering. Bones that are exposed 
longer are also more likely to be broken, trampled, or moved by scavengers, further affecting 
preservation and overall assemblage integrity. Humans may also appropriate skeletal remains for their 
own purposes, such as tool making, ritual uses, or even as a food source.  
It is possible that differential taphonomic processes may have biased the comparability of sites 
in this study. Several factors allay this concern. All the sites are located in the Chesapeake, suggesting a 
similarity in climate, soil, rate of coverage, and scavenging. The same cultural group created all the 
sites, eliminating the effects of variable cultural practices. Also, the staff at the Department of 
Archaeological Research Lab made an assessment and concluded that taphonomic processes did not 
significantly affect the data extracted from the sites used in this study. 
NISP, MNI, and Biomass 
 
Once the specimens are analyzed, they must be grouped into functional units, known as 
assemblages, for statistical analysis. Three types of counts are used: number of identified specimens, 
minimum number of individuals, and biomass. Each method has its own strengths and weaknesses. 
When used in conjunction, these three methods provide a powerful tool for understanding a 
zooarchaeological assemblage.  
The number of identified specimens (NISP) is essentially a count of every identified bone 
fragment for a particular taxonomic group, family, or species. In this method, each specimen is thought 
to represent an individual animal. The great advantage of NISP is that it may give an estimate for the 
maximum number of individuals in a collection, but it is dangerous to use it by itself. The most obvious 
issue with NISP is that it disproportionately favors animals with many bones. For example, a single fish 
can have hundreds of rays or spines. Each one of those skeletal elements would contribute one 
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individual to the NISP count even though it is only one fish. Furthermore, each of those fish spines are 
weighted exactly the same as a cow femur or a deer tibia. This creates the illusion that fish is just as 
important, if not more so, than beef, pork, chicken, etc. in the diet (Reitz and Wing, 2008). NISP was 
calculated for all the sites in this study. 
The minimum number of individuals (MNI) is calculated by determining the most recurrent 
skeletal element for a particular species, factoring in variables that help distinguish individuals, and 
lumping any set of bones that may be one individual to arrive at a minimum number. Variables used to 
separate out individuals include age, sex, and left-right siding (Reitz and Wing, 2008). According to 
Plug and Plug (1990), the numbers of individuals calculated via MNI may fluctuate depending on how 
the assemblage is divided. Additionally, it is postulated that smaller assemblages will produce skewed 
MNI results (Plug and Plug, 1990). Another study conducted by Katherine Cruz-Uribe (1988) showed 
that assemblages with MNIs of twenty-five or greater were not affected by the biases found by Plug 
and Plug. All sites used in this study have MNIs greater than twenty-five. MNIs were calculated for 
every site included in this analysis except for South Grove Plantation. MNI shares one deficiency with 
NISP: it does not reveal the proportionate importance of a species in a diet; one chicken counts the 
same as an entire cow.  
It is especially important to note that the MNIs for all sites were done by the same team at the 
Colonial Williamsburg‟s Department of Archaeology. Determining MNI is an idiosyncratic endeavor 
dependent on several variables, such as how assemblages are constructed and archaeologists‟ skill in 
matching skeletal elements. The method for calculating MNI at Colonial Williamsburg‟s Department 
of Archaeology follows a careful progression to prevent overestimation. First, there is a careful 
aggregation of the assemblages based on chronological and stratigraphic information. The 
archaeologists lay out all the specimens from the same time contexts across the entire site. Then, they 
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match the elements based on characteristics such as fragmentation or taphonomic changes, age of 
animal at death, sex, etc. If an animal was slaughtered in one area of the site and, for whatever reason, 
the pieces were scattered throughout the site into different archaeological features, it would be possible 
to accidentally count the same animal more than once into the site totals. By combining a site‟s 
assemblages from different features that date to the same time period, the archaeologists at Colonial 
Williamsburg negate any accidental inflation because they can re-construct a whole animal based on its 
particular identifying characteristics (sex, age at death, size, etc.).  
Biomass is a value calculated from allometric estimations based on the archaeological 
specimen‟s weight. The idea behind biomass is that the weight of a bone is related to the amount of 
tissue covering it. Biomass employs an equation describing this fairly predictable relationship (Reitz 
and Wing, 2008). It provides the best means of estimating a species‟ relative importance in diets 
(Bowen, 1996). Biomass corrects some of NISP‟s shortcomings because it combines the allometric 
data with the specimen weight, thereby eliminating the overestimation of importance. Using NISP, a 
fish spine and a cow femur had the same statistical weight, but biomass ensures that the greater meat 
weight contribution of the cow femur is not obscured by the multitude of small fish bone fragments. 
Biomass estimates for this study were done using the FoxPro program CWBONE. It was calculated for 
every site except for Shields Tavern because the analysis was completed before the bones were 
weighed, which means that biomass estimations could not be done.       
Statistical Analysis 
 Estimating the importance of wildlife in urban and rural settings requires the careful formation 
of assemblages and taxonomic groups that best reflect the sites. Once this is completed, NISP and MNI 
calculations are done. It is important that the groups be chosen carefully because the baseline numbers 
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that go into NISP, MNI, and biomass affect the ensuing richness, evenness, and diversity calculations. 
This section details how the taxonomic data were grouped for the baseline counts.  
Several groups were eliminated from NISP, MNI, and biomass calculations. Broad taxonomic 
categories such as Subphylum Vertebrata, Class Aves/Mammalia III (small mammals), Class 
Mammalia, Mammalia I (large mammals), Mammalia II (medium mammals), Mammalia III, 
Artiodactyla I (sheep, goat, deer, or pig), and Artiodactyla II (sheep, goat, or deer) because they lack 
sufficient specificity to warrant statistical analysis. The individuals found in these categories could be 
either domestic or wild fauna. Some specimens were removed because, although archaeologists were 
able to identify them to the species level, it could not be determined if the fragment in question was 
from a domestic or wild animal because of the morphological similarities. This was especially 
noticeable with the turkeys. Turkeys represent a special challenge to the zooarchaeologist. Most of the 
time, domesticated food animals have several markers that distinguish them from their wild cousins, 
including a significantly increased size. Domestic and wild turkeys are incredibly similar. Since it is 
often impossible to establish with any certainty which group they belong in, it is safer to remove them 
from the calculations entirely.  
Species that were not commonly used for food were also excluded. These species, known as 
commensals, include humans, horses, dogs, cats, mice, voles, rats, moles, and birds of prey. A list of 
non-food animals was generated using historic research.  
 A few taxa were combined for the purposes of analysis. Individuals in the Ovis aries/Capra 
hircus category were moved to Ovis aries. If no horses were found in an assemblage, the fragments in 
the Bos taurus/Equus spp. were placed in the Bos taurus category. Any specimens identified as Family 
Phasianidae were added to Gallus gallus because the majority of fowl at most sites is chicken. If a 
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specific species had been previously identified in the fish category, any specimens that could only be 
grouped at a higher related taxonomic level were collapsed into the species count.   
Richness, Evenness, and Diversity  
 Richness, evenness, and diversity are different ways of grouping the information generated by 
NISP, MNI, and biomass. Patterns within the archaeological record become apparent through the 
analysis of these measures. Diversity in particular allows the researcher to compare diverse 
assemblages in a statistically meaningful fashion by creating an artificial value that flattens the initial 
differences amongst sites presented by the base measures of NISP, MNI, and biomass (Reitz and Wing, 
2008).  
 Richness and evenness are closely related. Richness is simply a count of the number of taxa in 
an assemblage. It produces a list of all the species found at a site, but does not assign a relative 
importance of a species in the diet. Evenness, also known as relative abundance, demonstrates the 
distribution of species over the total number of species identified. A general evenness formula appears 
below. 
         
                     
           
 
 
Evenness is based on the number of individuals in an assemblage. Since NISP, MNI, and biomass 
return different values for the number of individuals or the meat weight, evenness was calculated for 
each for the domestic and wild fauna at each site. Evenness calculations illustrate the relative frequency 
of a species in the diet (Reitz and Wing, 2008).  
 Diversity (also known as the Shannon Index) is a combined measure of the richness and 
evenness of each taxonomic group within an assemblage. The Shannon Index gives a quantitative value 
of a site‟s biodiversity, which is the relative amount of species variation. Since diversity is found by 
combining evenness and richness, one would expect to find either many more unique species or a high 
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level of evenness in a very diverse site. Diversity is calculated using the Shannon-Weaver Formula 
presented below (Leonard and Jones, 1989).  
                 
 
   
 
Where H’ is the diversity value and pi the evenness value.  
 
Values on the Shannon Index generally fall between 1.5 and 3, although individual sites may return 
greater or lesser results. The greater the value, the more diverse the site (Reitz and Wing, 2008). Like 
evenness, diversity must be calculated for each base measure because each will return a different value.  
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Pattern Analysis 
 
 Documentary research and the faunal data for the Chesapeake both show that colonial practices 
in the Atlantic world found their source in the Middle Ages. Exotic meats were an essential part of the 
social dance by helping to demonstrate and reinforce socioeconomic class boundaries. This section will 
summarize medieval wildlife consumption patterns and then examine how these patterns continued and 
evolved into the mid-eighteenth century.  
Medieval Roots 
 Colonial practices in the Atlantic world can find their source in the Middle Ages. In England, 
medieval dining was a highly developed art with a host of peculiarities and nuance. It was defined by 
three characteristics: ingredients, preparation, and decoration (Cosman, 1989), all three of which were 
aptly illustrated by the medieval feast. Feasts were the center of social life and were generally held by 
the elite for any number or people: their peers, their betters, the peasantry, or any combination therein 
(Mead, 1931).  
Feasts are well recorded in the historic record, both in ledgers and in personal accounts (Mead, 
1931, Henisch 1976, Cosman, 1989). The documentation allows historians to understand what the 
medieval elite were eating and how they perceived their food. The raw ingredients, consisting of both 
animals and spices, were the most critical aspect of the medieval food formula. Spices and species 
imported from exotic places were expensive and extravagant use illustrated the host‟s status to all. The 
medieval obsession with rare and exotic meats is the most pertinent to this paper. Meat of all kinds 
delighted the medieval palate and was an essential part of every meal, whether it be a feast or a 
common supper (Henisch, 1976). An ability and desire to eat an astonishing variety of beast, fowl, and 
fish is one of the most defining characteristics of medieval foodways. The medieval populace ate the 
typical domesticated animals such as cow, chicken, and pig, but they also had a taste for wild animals. 
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If they could afford it, they also consumed a bewildering variety of wild fauna at special occasions or 
rituals in the Middle Ages. Menus for medieval feasts read more like a taxonomical inventory rather 
than a menu. They often include cormorant, heron, aigrette, peacock, pheasant, partridge, plover, crane, 
seagull, mallard, teal, stork, woodcock, pigeon, curlew, bustard, lark, whale, seal, dolphin, porpoise, 
bass, bream, brett, carp, sea cob, cod, codling, conger, dace, dogfish, doree, flounder, garfish, gurnard, 
haddock, hake, halibut, keeling, lamprey, ling, loach, luce, mackerel, minnow, milwell, perch, pickerel, 
pike, plaice, ray, roach, pole, torrentyne, trout, turbot, whiting, lamprey, carp, ray, sole, sturgeon, 
salmon, rockfish, mullet, mussels, whelks, shrimps, crayfish, oysters, hares, hedgehogs, venison, and 
beaver (Mead, 1931, Henisch 1976, Cosman, 1989). The huge assortment of fish is easily explained by 
the Catholic Church‟s prohibition of meat on Fridays and during Lent (Cosman, 1989).  
Highly hierarchical serving practices reflected the strictly stratified medieval social world. 
Generally the more difficult to obtain or exotic the animal, the more desirable the meat, regardless of its 
actual palatability (Mead, 1931). Some animals, such as dolphin and venison, were reserved especially 
for royalty or the nobility (Henisch, 1976). The ingredients procured for medieval cooks went into 
fantastical preparations so spiced, altered, and decorated that it was often impossible to identify the 
original components of the dish (Mead, 1931). Medieval chefs used profligate amounts of spices and 
rare ingredients (meats included) in a bid to show off their creativity and as a way to increase the power 
and prestige of their employers through a veritable gastronomic orgy inspired by conspicuous 
consumption. Another sign of the medieval preoccupation with status was that the rank and wealth of 
the guest determined the portion size as well as dish and quality selection. The more esteemed the 
visitor, the bigger his or her helping and the better quality of the serving (Henisch, 1976).  
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Transitions between the Medieval and Colonial Worlds 
Patterns in the Chesapeake followed the same global trends of growth built upon medieval 
traditions. Historians once believed that the Renaissance, the Protestant Reformation, and the Age of 
Exploration were the clarion call of a new era, “a dramatic break in European history, which brought 
the Middle Ages to an end and ushered in the modern world” (Coffin, et al., 2001). Over time, it has 
become increasingly apparent that the advancements of the modern world had their foundations in 
medieval times. The Age of Exploration was birthed in the medieval era. The Italian Renaissance has 
its origins in a classical revival beginning in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. The central issues of 
the Protestant Reformation were the direct result of the Catholic Church‟s theological gyrations, 
political unrest, and corruption in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries (Coffin, et al., 2001).  
Mercantilism, the driving force behind the aggressive colonialism of the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries, was based in the medieval economic situation. The perpetual search for gold or 
silver to finance the Far East trade during the late Middle Ages fed into the development of mercantilist 
theory, which states that there is a limited amount of wealth in the world. The nation that controls the 
most wealth is the most powerful. Mercantilist theory drove the age of exploration by encouraging 
European countries‟ rapid imperial colonization of Africa and the New World. Each European country 
wanted to attain the greatest amount of wealth possible. Since expansion was difficult in the Old 
World, there was a great deal of interest in the discovery and exploitation of new lands (Coffin, et al, 
2001). It is perhaps unsurprising, then, to learn that the Middle Ages still had a lingering grip on 
Virginia‟s first colonists in 1607. 
 Mead (1931) notes that “the transition to modern taste was extremely slow. The Middle Ages 
did not suddenly come to an end in the year 1500, nor did medieval cookery vanish until long after the 
discovery of America”. Cookbooks in the eighteenth century still had the characteristic jumbling of 
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ingredients and over-spicing. In 1730, Charles Carter published The Complete Practical Cook, which 
serves as an excellent example of the fusion and evolution of medieval and modern cookery (Mead, 
1931). One can clearly see the ongoing influence of medieval cuisine as a foundational element of the 
colonial diet, particularly in the use of wild fauna as a marker of high social status.  
In the 1600s, considerably after the official end of the Middle Ages, William Harrison wrote, 
“But among all these, the kind of meat which is obtained with most difficulty and costs is commonly 
taken for the most delicate, and thereupon each guest will soonest desire to feed” (Mead, 1931). 
Harrison‟s words provide a practical framing of conspicuous consumption as well as colonial society‟s 
ability to ascribe arbitrary value to food. It acknowledges that certain foods are more valuable than 
others. The value of these foods is socially determined. Foods that are difficult to acquire are more 
valuable; it could just as easily be that foods that are very sweet or very soft are considered better. It 
also demonstrates a continuation of the medieval habit of translating social ranking into the foodways. 
Serving delicacies attaches a certain level of prestige to the host. Guests receive the cuts or portions 
commensurate with their pre-established social status, power, and prestige. Since the food has been 
assigned an arbitrary value by society, guests might jockey for the “best” cuts in order to impress upon 
others their relative social importance.  
During the Elizabethan period, medieval tastes continued to play a role in food selection. The 
colonists still valued food that the modern population no longer considers edible, such as porpoise and 
beaver. Food was also still highly differentiated depending on class. The lower classes consumed 
mainly grains, cheese, salted fish, and the occasional meat. The elite diet was predominated by meat 
and fresh fish, hence the continuation of traditional protections of noble hunting right in England.  
In the New World, Jamestown colonists knew about or had experienced high-style cuisine for 
themselves (Bowen and Andrews, 2000). Quantitative evidence proves wildlife and fish were abundant 
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and the colonists readily partook of these natural resources. Those first colonists would have been 
surrounded by easily accessible high-status foods, which they cheerfully consumed, even if they could 
not prepare it properly in the elaborate traditional fashion. Although the colonists were no longer 
required to adhere to the stringent dietary requirements of the Catholic Church, fish remained a major 
component of the colonial diet. They ate many different types of fish, surely a far greater variety than 
any a modern diner may have experienced and perhaps equal to the multitude of fish species eaten by 
the medieval elite. In medieval times, chefs used almost every species of bird available except for 
raptors, the traditional hunting companions of the nobility. By the 1700s, the less appetizing birds had 
been dropped from the menu. In 1750, swans and peacocks were still highly valued, but fewer of the 
small wild birds like thrushes and finches were being served. In comparison to the huge diversity of 
birds and fish found in medieval and colonial cuisine, there are very few wild mammals, but still far 
more than the number of species consumed by modern American populations (Bowen and Andrews, 
2000).   
It is important to note, however, that wild animals were actually a relatively small part of the 
diet. By the late 1600s, the Chesapeake‟s plantation system was fully in place and colonists were no 
longer reliant upon wild resources. In terms of the meat diet across all groups, beef made up 65%, pork 
was 22%, and mutton only contributed 2%. Wild fauna only constituted 9% of the late 17
th
 century 
diet. This decline in wild animal consumption over the course of the 1600s may be attributed to three 
factors: the rise of the plantation system, which provided a reliable source of domesticated foods; 
evolving tastes, which affected which foods were deemed culturally acceptable for consumption; and 
possible over-hunting, which changed availability of wild animals. These dietary percentages remained 
fairly constant through the 18
th
 century, although the ratio of wild to domestic meats shifted according 
to socioeconomic status and location (Bowen, 1996).  
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Archaeological Data Results 
 Analyses of the thirteen sites selected for this study demonstrate that wildlife remained an 
important cultural social statement in the elite‟s colonial world. The most interesting result of this 
research is that the rural elites consumed greater quantities of commonly available wild fauna, while the 
urban elite ate a greater variety of species. The difficulty that urban elite must have experienced in 
acquiring wild animals in the city testify to the social importance that the exotic meats continued to 
play in the mid-eighteenth century Atlantic colonial world.  
Richness 
 Richness is a count of all the relevant taxa at a site. The Coffeehouse had the greatest richness 
by a large margin. There were a total of 52 different species represented at the Coffeehouse (see Table 
1). Forty-three species were counted at Mount Vernon, the site with the next greatest richness value. 
Both urban and rural locations are present at the bottom of the richness rankings; the Tavern has 12 
species and Monticello has only 11. Using the minimum and maximum values from the range, the 
Coffeehouse is 78.85% more rich than Monticello.  
On average, urban sites have 25 species represented while rural sites average only 20.5 species. 
In terms of percentage, urban sites tend to be 21.95% more rich than rural sites. Although it is 
interesting that urban sites tend to have more different types of species than rural sites, it is also not the 
complete picture. It is necessary to examine other values to build a holistic understanding of the relative 
dietary importance of wildlife in the mid-eighteenth century colonial Chesapeake.  
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TABLE 1. COFFEEHOUSE RICHNESS 
Wild Species 
Fish 
Acipenser spp. 
Archosargus 
probatocephalus 
Callinectes sapidus 
Cynoscion spp. 
Family Catostomidae 
Family Ictaluridae 
Lepisosteus spp. 
Lepomis spp. 
Micropogon undulatus 
Morone americana 
Morone saxatilis 
Paralichthys spp. 
Pogonias cromis 
Sciaenops ocellatus 
Stenotomus chrysops 
Turtles 
Chelydra serpentina 
Chrysemys spp. 
Family Cheloniidae 
Family Kinosternidae 
Birds 
Aix sponsa 
Anas acuta 
Anas americana 
Anas crecca 
Anas discors 
Anas platyrhnchos 
Anas rubripes 
Anser anser 
Aythya affinis 
Aythya americana 
Aythya marila 
Aythya valisineria 
Branta canadensis 
Clangula hyemalis 
Colinus virginianus 
Ectopistes migratorius 
Lophodytes cucullatus 
Mergus merganser 
Nycticorax nycticorax 
Oxyura dominica 
Oxyura jamaicensis 
Pavo cristatus 
Mammals 
Didelphis virginiana 
Odocoileus virginianus 
Oryctolagus cuniculus 
Rabbit spp. 
Sciurus carolinensis 
Sylvilagus floridanus 
Domestic Species 
Birds 
Gallus gallus 
Mammals 
Bos taurus 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 
Sus scrofa
 
Diversity 
 Diversity was calculated for every site to create an objective means of comparing them to each 
other. Diversity is a derived value found from combining richness and evenness. Since evenness is 
dependent on the count method used, each site has three diversity values: one for NISP, MNI, and 
biomass. The values returned for each of the tabulation techniques may contradict each other. As yet, 
no one has determined what could be causing these discrepancies (Reitz and Wing, 2008). 
Using NISP as the base count method, it appears that the urban sites had the highest diversity. 
The Coffeehouse had the highest diversity value, followed by Shields‟ Tavern. Cawsons Plantation had 
the lowest. On average, urban sites had a diversity value of 3.61, 26.22% greater than the rural sites‟ 
average of 2.86. This indicates that urban sites were more diverse than rural sites when using NISP as 
the baseline comparative method.  
 
Lapera 33 
 
TABLE 2. DIVERSITY RANKINGS BY NISP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
When calculated with MNI, the diversity rankings remain fairly similar to those found with 
NISP. MNI was not calculated for Mount Vernon, excluding it from this analysis. The Coffeehouse 
was once again the most diverse site, this time followed by the Peyton Randolph House. The least 
diverse site was Monticello.  
TABLE 3. DIVERSITY RANKINGS BY MNI 
 
Site MNI 
Coffeehouse 5.11 
Peyton Randolph 4.53 
Ferry Farm 4.49 
Storehouse 4.17 
Shields Tavern 3.87 
Curles Neck 3.80 
Kippax Plantation 3.75 
Wilton Plantation 3.71 
VIMS 3.65 
Tavern 3.30 
Cawsons Plantation 3.26 
Monticello- Dry Well 3.07 
 
Site NISP 
Coffeehouse 4.31 
Shields Tavern 3.88 
Mount Vernon South Grove 3.84 
Storehouse 3.78 
Ferry Farms 3.44 
Peyton Randolph House 3.21 
Kippax Plantation 3.18 
VIMS 3.15 
Wilton Plantation 2.92 
Tavern 2.85 
Curles Neck 2.78 
Monticello-Dry Well 2.04 
Cawsons Plantation 1.55 
Rural Sites NISP 
Mount Vernon South Grove 3.84 
VA Beach 3.44 
Kippax 3.18 
VIMS 3.15 
Wilton 2.92 
Curles Neck 2.78 
Monticello 2.04 
Cawsons Plantation 1.55 
Average 2.86 
 
Urban Sites NISP 
Coffeehouse 4.31 
Shields Tavern 3.88 
Storehouse 3.78 
Peyton Randolph House 3.21 
Tavern 2.85 
Average 3.61 
 
 
 
Rural Sites MNI 
Ferry Farm 4.49 
Curles Neck 3.80 
Kippax Plantation 3.75 
Wilton Plantation 3.71 
VIMS 3.65 
Cawsons Plantation 3.26 
Monticello- Dry Well 3.07 
Average 4.20 
 
Urban Sites MNI 
Coffeehouse 5.11 
Peyton Randolph House 4.53 
Storehouse 4.17 
Shields Tavern 3.87 
Tavern 3.30 
Average 3.68 
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On average, the rural sites had a diversity value of 3.68. Urban sites had an average diversity value of 
4.20. Urban sites‟ average diversity was 14.13% greater than rural sites‟ average diversity. The urban 
sites appear to be more diverse than the rural sites, although by a smaller margin. 
 Diversity values calculated using biomass were consistent with those found using MNI and 
NISP. The Coffeehouse had the highest diversity value, while Cawsons Plantation was the least 
diverse. Biomass was not calculated for Shields‟ Tavern, so it was not included in this analysis. 
TABLE 4: DIVERSITY RANKINGS BY BIOMASS 
 
Site Biomass 
Coffeehouse 3.86 
Mount Vernon-South Grove 3.18 
Wilton Plantation 3.17 
Ferry Farm 3.04 
Storehouse 3.02 
Kippax Plantation 2.93 
Peyton Randolph House 2.81 
Monticello- Dry Well 2.47 
Tavern 2.43 
Curles Neck 2.33 
VIMS 2.08 
Cawsons Plantation 1.87 
 
 
The average biomass diversity values for rural sites was 2.63. Urban sites were slightly more diverse 
with an average value of 3.03. Urban sites were 15.21% more diverse on average than rural sites.   
Evenness 
 Evenness simply takes the raw NISP, MNI, and biomass totals and converts them into 
percentage form. Using the evenness values, one can get a sense of how significant a role wild fauna 
played in the lives of the Chesapeake‟s urban and rural elite. Interestingly, evenness comparisons return 
more varied results than those found in the diversity analysis. This may be attributed to the fact that 
diversity is a derived value that was specifically formulated to flatten superficial differences between 
Rural Sites Biomass 
Mount Vernon-South Grove 3.18 
Wilton Plantation 3.17 
Ferry Farm 3.04 
Kippax Plantation 2.93 
Monticello- Dry Well 2.47 
Curles Neck 2.33 
VIMS 2.08 
Cawsons Plantation 1.87 
Average 2.63 
 
Urban Sites Biomass 
Coffeehouse 3.86 
Storehouse 3.02 
Peyton Randolph House 2.81 
Tavern 2.43 
Average 3.03 
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sites in order to carry out meaningful analytical comparisons. As with the diversity values, each 
evenness value is calculated from a base counting method. Every site has three sets of evenness values, 
each corresponding with NISP, MNI, or biomass. 
 NISP is perhaps the least accurate of all the measures for evenness because there is no real 
sense of exactly how many individuals are actually in the assemblage. NISP favors animals with many 
bones, making them seem more important than they really are. Still, it provides a useful bulk overview 
of an assemblage.  
FIGURE 1. URBAN AND RURAL DIETARY PERCENTAGES BY NISP 
           
On average, urban sites were 17.9% wildlife and 82.1% domestic animals using NISP. Wild fauna 
made up a little less of the overall proportion at rural sites; 11.2% of rural sites‟ NISP came from wild 
animals and 88.8% came from domesticated stock (see Figure 1). The sites were ranked accordingly in 
order of highest percentage of wildlife to lowest: Mount Vernon, the Coffeehouse, Ferry Farm, 
Cawsons Plantation, Wilton Plantation, Peyton Randolph House, Kippax Plantation, Curles Neck, 
Shields Tavern, Monticello, the Storehouse, VIMS, and the Tavern. 
 Evenness calculated from MNI gives a more relevant picture of the actual dietary makeup of 
the colonial elite because it is based off the numbers of known individuals in a group. This eliminates 
NISP‟s problem of over-representing animals with more bones in their skeletons. According to the 
18%
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Urban Dietary 
Percentages by NISP
Even Wild 
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11%
89%
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Even Wild 
NISP
Even Domestic 
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MNI evenness values, wildlife on average makes up 36.2% of the diet in rural areas and 32.0% of the 
diet in urban areas (see Figure 2).  
FIGURE 2. URBAN AND RURAL DIETARY PERCENTAGES BY MNI 
      
The sites were ranked in order of most to least dietary percentage of wild fauna: Wilton Plantation, the 
Coffeehouse, Ferry Farm, Kippax Plantation, Shields Tavern, Curles Neck, the Storehouse, VIMS, 
Cawsons Plantation, the Peyton Randolph House, Monticello, and the Tavern.  
 Biomass is the best value to use when considering evenness values. Biomass gives the best 
estimate of the actual significance of a food source in the diet because it approximates the actual 
amount of meat mass consumed. On average, domestic animals compose 96.7% of the diet at urban 
sites and wildlife is a measly 3.3% of the total diet. In rural sites, domesticated fauna are 96.34% of the 
diet and wild animals are only 3.66% (see Figure 3). The sites are ranked in order from those with the 
greatest percentage of wildlife to the sites with the smallest percentage according to biomass: the 
Coffeehouse, Mount Vernon, Curles Neck, Ferry Farm, the Peyton Randolph House, Cawsons 
Plantation, VIMS, Kippax Plantation, Wilton Plantation, the Storehouse, Monticello, and the Tavern.  
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FIGURE 3. URBAN AND RURAL DIETARY PERCENTAGES BY BIOMASS 
       
Pattern Analysis  
 The urban sites were on average more diverse no matter which base counting method was 
utilized for figuring diversity. This seems to indicate that urban sites were more diverse, indicating a 
greater variety and depth of wildlife in the city environments than in the rural areas. On average, the 
MNI diversity values were highest, followed by NISP, and finally by biomass. The greatest percent 
difference between urban and rural sites was found using NISP, followed by biomass, with MNI 
showing the least amount of percent difference between urban and rural sites. The Coffeehouse was the 
most diverse site according to the diversity values for all three metrics. Monticello and Cawsons 
Plantation were the least diverse sites with all three tabulating systems.  
The MNI evenness values for wildlife are higher than either NISP or biomass. NISP evenness 
values are intermediate between MNI and biomass. According to biomass evenness measures, the rural 
elite consumed 9.84% more wild animals than the urban elite. Using MNI, this percent difference 
increases to 11.60%. NISP further widens the gap between rural and elite consumption of wild fauna, 
with the rural elite eating 37.43% more wildlife. The Coffeehouse and Mount Vernon consistently had 
the highest percentages of wildlife in the diets. The Tavern and Monticello had the lowest percentages 
of wildlife across all three base measures. Although there is a wide variation in exactly what percentage 
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of the urban elites‟ diet comes from wild sources, the evenness values from all three base measures 
confirm that the rural elite were consuming a greater percentage of wild fauna than the urban elites. 
When combined, the richness, diversity, and evenness values all present a fuzzy yet definite 
pattern. Urban sites were richer than rural sites by approximately 21.95%. The diversity values in urban 
sites were, on average, 15.21% more diverse than the diversity values in rural sites. Wildlife made up a 
greater percentage of the rural elites‟ diet. This indicates that, while wildlife constituted a greater 
percentage of the rural diet, the urban elite were feasting on a greater variety of wild fauna. In other 
words, the rural elite ate a greater amount of wild animals than their city neighbors, but they only 
consumed a select few species of wild faunas. The urban elite had more diversity and depth with the 
types of wildlife they ate. 
Using Historic Documents to Understand Colonial Elite Consumption 
 Documentary resources support the social importance elites placed on wildlife, even though 
wild animals made up a relatively small proportion of the diet. As the data demonstrates, rural sites 
often have many specimens of the “common” wild species, while urban sites have fewer numbers of 
animals but a greater diversity of species. Most rural sites have deer, several types of fish, and duck. 
Urban sites have all the wild fauna that is readily available in the Chesapeake and consistently found in 
rural sites as well as exotic specimens such as swan, songbirds, and a greater variety of fish. All the 
information found in the documentary evidence supports the data interpretation based on the 
archaeological record.   
Elite Colonial Consumption of Wild Mammals 
 Deer was the most popular of the wild mammals served in both rural and urban elite contexts. 
Deer carried historic connotations of privilege and power left over from the days of restricted hunting 
in England. Originally a plentiful resource in early Virginia, deer were becoming scarce enough by the 
mid-eighteenth century to warrant legal protection restricting hunting. Deer were harvested for both 
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their meat and their pelts (Hening, 1819-1823). William Byrd II was a wealthy plantation owner in 
Charles City County, Virginia in the early to mid-eighteenth century. He kept detailed diaries with 
descriptions of his most mundane daily activities, providing historians an invaluable view of the trivia 
of elite colonial life. Byrd mentions being served venison several times (Byrd, 1972). This is in keeping 
with the archaeological data available, which suggests that venison was a common feature of elite 
colonial dining tables.  
 Smaller wild mammals were also being consumed by the elite in the eighteenth century. It is 
commonly assumed that animals such as squirrel and raccoon were historically considered „poor man‟s 
food‟. Perhaps later in history, these small mammals do become the exclusive provenance of the 
economically disadvantaged, but in the mid-eighteenth century, this particular type of wildlife could 
still serve as a status symbol. The documentary record for elite consumption squirrel, beaver, otter, 
raccoon, etc. is sparse, but it does exist.  
In 1705, Robert Beverley, an influential member of the Virginia elite and an excellent historian, 
wrote about beaver, otter, and squirrel as cheap, plentiful options for meat (Beverley, 1947). William 
Byrd II sent a squirrel as a gift to Katherine Russell in 1710 (Byrd, 1972). Etienne Lemaire, Thomas 
Jefferson‟s maitre d‟hôtel, purchased a variety of wild fauna for his master in the October of 1806. His 
shopping list included rabbits and squirrel (Walsh, et al., 1997). A couple years later, Governor 
Spotswood served beaver to Byrd for dinner (Byrd, 1972). Archaeological evidence implies that 
someone on rural and urban elite sites was consuming small wild mammals on a regular basis. Some 
animals, like the cottontail rabbit, were eaten with more frequency than others, like raccoon.   
Elite Colonial Consumption of Wild Birds 
As is evident from the archaeological data, birds and fish made up the bulk of the diversity of 
species found in elite colonial sites. This is partially because there were many more species of birds and 
fish readily available locally in the Chesapeake than wild mammals. 
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 References to game birds abound in colonial diaries and histories. Hugh Jones (2009) wrote in 
1724 that the most plentiful birds in Virginia were geese, swan, and duck. In the Georgetown market, 
Lemaire purchased partridges, pheasants, and Muscovy ducks (Walsh, et al., 1997). Norborne 
Berkeley, also known as Lord Botetourt, served as the Royal Governor of Virginia from 1768 to 1770. 
William Sparrow began working as a cook for the governor in 1769. He started an account book to 
record the cash expenditures of the kitchen. A Mrs. Wilson continued the book after Sparrow departed 
for England in 1770 (Walsh, et. al, 1997). As a daily accounting of kitchen purchases, the account book 
serves as a valuable means for illuminating exactly one of the most elite members of the Virginia 
gentry might be purchasing. The ledger includes entries for hummingbird, mockingbird, partridge, 
swan, teal, Sheldrake duck, turkey, and wild goose (Marshman). 
Elite Colonial Consumption of Fish 
 Philip Vickers Fithian, a northern tutor working for Robert “King” Carter between 1773 and 
1774, kept a diary that recorded his life with the elite plantation family. He often wrote about the daily 
meals. He writes that, “Each Wednesday and Saturday we dine on fish all the summer, always plenty of 
Rock, Perch, and Crabs, and often Sheepshead and Trout” (Farish, 1965).  
William Byrd mentions eating cod often, occasionally even consuming the swim bladders. He 
also writes about eating herring. On one memorable occasion, Byrd dined on “pickled oysters and 
chocolate” for breakfast (Byrd, 1972). John Fontaine, an Englishman making a grand tour of the 
colonies, described dolphin as “a very dry fish and requires a great deal of sauce” (Fontaine, 1972).  
Elite Colonial Consumption of Turtles 
Turtles were considered a delicacy. Ivor Noël Hume (1978) wrote that sea turtles were almost 
always brought live to Virginia. In 1751, a sloop named Providence docked at Yorktown with a 
shipment containing 25,000 limes, 84 pineapples, and 20 green turtles. Clearly, someone thought turtles 
were important enough to go through the trouble of importing them from the West Indies. Recipes also 
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exist that detail the best ways to prepare and enjoy turtle (Hume, 1978). Clearly, the elite were going to 
some trouble to import and acquire rare foodstuffs, indicating that wild fauna likely played a significant 
role as a sign vehicle in the mid-18
th
 century Chesapeake culture. 
Conclusions 
 Ultimately, this study proves that the rural elite had a greater percentage of wild fauna in their 
diet while the urban elite ate a larger variety of wild animals using archaeological evidence. Without 
the archaeological evidence, there would not have been sufficient data to run the pattern analysis that 
revealed this trend. The historic record played an important role in this by always supporting, and never 
contradicting, the archaeological findings. Douglas, Goffman, and Veblen‟s theories, as discussed in 
the foodways theory section of this paper, provide the necessary background for interpreting the 
archaeological analysis in a cultural context. Essentially, the urban elite were eating wild fauna as a 
means of conspicuous consumption, as well as a way to delineate and reinforce social boundaries.  
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Conclusion 
 
This study produced significant and meaningful results that may change accepted notions of 
urban provisioning systems (Zeder, 1988; Zeder, 1991). When contextualized, the findings provide a 
better comprehension of the structure and the fundamental cultural beliefs of the mid-1700s colonial 
Chesapeake (Walsh, et. al, 1997; Bowen, 1996).  
While this study had some definitive and new outcomes, it is important to recognize the 
limitations of any conclusions reached. This study was in many ways limited by the availability of data. 
It particularly suffered from a lack of zooarchaeological data from urban domestic sites. Hopefully, a 
more comprehensive pattern analysis with a greater number of urban domestic sites will be carried out. 
Until then, the results of this study will have to suffice. Time and resource constraints also meant that 
this study could only examine a very small portion of the colonial Chesapeake population, namely the 
urban and rural elite. While this study reached an interesting conclusion, it only offers a glimpse into a 
sliver of life that constitutes the mosaic that made up colonial Chesapeake society. A valuable future 
study might integrate and interpret pattern analyses for multiple socioeconomic levels in order to truly 
understand the significance of wildlife in the elite diet when compared to broader society. Hopefully, 
this study will serve as springboard and an inspiration to future investigations that will further modern 
understanding of the nation‟s historic roots.   
Ultimately, however, pattern analysis revealed an interesting aspect of the Chesapeake mid-18
th
 
century elite‟s consumption of wild versus domesticated fauna. In simple terms, wildlife made up a 
larger percentage of the rural elite‟s diet, but the urban elite ate a greater variety of wild animals. The 
reasons for the difference between the rural and urban elites‟ consumption patterns are impossible to 
know with complete certainty, but there are two likely explanations: market availability and in-group 
consolidation. It is unsurprising that the rural landowners ate more wildlife than their urban 
counterparts because the rural elite had greater physical access to the wild fauna‟s habitats while the 
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city dwellers had to import all of their meat. By the same token, urban consumers likely had greater 
access to exotic meats through a more highly developed market system that allowed them to import 
rare goods from faraway lands. Greater market availability is only the means by which increased 
diversity occurred in urban high status sites. No one would have taken the trouble to bring in odd 
animals unless there was some sort of social or political cachet associated with consuming them.  
The reason behind the higher levels of wildlife diversity in Williamsburg may be attributed to 
the city‟s position as the political center of one of the wealthiest and most powerful colonies. Mary 
Douglas wrote about the power of food choice and meals to help delineate social groups and their 
members‟ associated privileges and expectations (1971). The men who gathered in Williamsburg had a 
vested  interest in demonstrating their membership in the elite. The gentry were the de facto social, 
political, and economic leaders of the colonial Chesapeake. This deference system followed a pattern 
established centuries ago in England (Isaac, 1988; Carr, et al., 1988). It is not unreasonable to assume 
that these men who had adopted the English political system also chose to illustrate their class identity 
and reinforce in-group solidarity using the traditional means established in Great Britain.   
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Appendix A: Site Descriptions 
 
Cawsons Plantation 
 Cawsons Plantation is located near the city of Hopewell, Virginia in Prince George County. 
Historians believe that the land tract that comprises Cawsons Plantation was originally deed to William 
Cawson, one of the settlers of 1607. By 1624, William Cawson was dead. The land exchanged hands 
several times before Captain Francis Eppes finally received a patent on it in 1638. The land passed 
down through the Cawson line until sometime between 1738 and 1751, when Theodorick Bland 
purchased a sizeable chunk of the estate from one of Captain Eppes‟ descendants. The Blands then 
owned the property until 1789, when Theodorick Bland, Jr. died and the land passed to his wife, 
Martha Daingerfield, who promptly re-married into the Blodget family, thereby transferring ownership 
to Nathaniel Blodget in 1791. The assemblage used in this study dates from the early 1760s to, at the 
very latest, 1798 (Stuck, et al., 1996). 10,000 bone fragments were originally recovered, of which only 
3,934 were identifiable (Walsh, et al, 1997). The sample size for this study was 1,468 specimens.   
Curles Neck Plantation 
 Curles Neck Plantation is located on the north bank of the James River in Henrico County, 
Virginia. Captain Thomas Harris first patented the property in 1635. By the early 1670s, Nathaniel 
Bacon owned the land. The Crown confiscated the land after Bacon was found guilty and hung for 
instigating Bacon‟s Rebellion in 1676. William Randolph then purchased the land, which passed to his 
son, Richard Randolph, who then deeded it to his son, Richard Randolph II. The house at Curles Neck 
Plantation was begun in either the late 1600s or the early 1700s. Richard Randolph had doubled the 
house‟s size by the mid 1750s (Mouer, 1989). The area of interest at Curles Neck is believed to have 
been initially constructed in 1700 and converted to a kitchen sometime between 1720 and 1740. The 
bones were taken from two archaeological features: a well and an ice or meat house. Both features were 
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filled between 1750 and 1775. 2,244 bones were originally recovered from the site. Of these, 925 were 
identifiable (Walsh, et. al, 1996). 862 of the identifiable bones make up the sample for this study.  
Ferry Farm 
 Ferry Farm is located in Virginia Beach, Virginia near the Lynnhaven River. Settlement of the 
area began in the early 1650s when English separatists who opposed Cromwell began building a series 
of manor houses. In 1728, Anthony Walke purchased the land. In 1776, Anthony Walke willed the 
property to his son, William Walke. It is unclear as whether or not the Walkes actually resided at Ferry 
Farm, but there was definitely an elite household situated on the site that dates from the mid to late 18
th
 
Century (Pharr, 1992). The site initially yielded 7,062 bones, 31% of which were identifiable to the 
taxonomic level of Order (Walsh, et. al, 1997). Of the identified specimens, only 1,549 were used in 
this study once irrelevant species and groups were removed.  
Kippax Plantation 
 Kippax Plantation is located near Hopewell, Virginia in modern day in Prince George County. 
Robert Bolling was the first owner and developer of the land. He purchased the property as a home for 
himself and his new wife, Jane Rolfe, in the last quarter of the 1600s. By 1681, Jane had passed away 
and Robert Bolling had married Anne Stith. The couple had five children. When Robert died in 1709, 
the property was passed on to Drury Bolling. Drury expanded the plantation to over 500 acres before 
his death in 1726. He left the property to his wife, Elizabeth, and daughter, Frances. In 1739, Frances 
married Theodorick Bland of Cawsons. The couple chose to reside at Kippax Plantation from the time 
of their marriage until sometime between 1747 and 1751, when they re-located to Cawsons Plantation. 
The archaeological site used for this study consists of a 7 ft sq brick-lined cellar, filled between 1730 
and 1750 (Linebaugh, 1995). 2,121 bones were excavated from the site. The majority were excluded 
from this study because of an inability to accurately classify them to at least their taxonomic Order 
(Andrews, 1997). The assemblage‟s sample size for this study totals 523.     
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Monticello-Dry Well 
 Monticello, Thomas Jefferson‟s home, lies just outside Charlottesville, Virginia. Jefferson 
began construction on the house in 1768 and ordered a deep cellar, or dry well, in his kitchen yard dug 
shortly thereafter during the winter of 1770 to 1771. The well consists of an unlined shaft, 
approximately 6 meters deep. Originally created as means of preserving food in a cool, subterranean 
environment, the well was filled in by the end of 1771 as other outbuildings and dry cellars were 
completed. Most of the refuse from the well appears to have come from the kitchen, which means that 
it likely represents the remnants of the Jefferson family‟s meals. The assemblage initially was 
composed of 1,661 bone fragments. The sample size for this study was 759 bones once commensal 
species and unidentifiable specimens were removed.  
Mount Vernon-South Grove 
 Mount Vernon, located near Alexandria, Virginia, is most famous for being the home of 
George Washington, the nation‟s first president. However, the site has a long history prior to George 
Washington‟s residence. In 1674, John Washington and Nicholas Spencer, acting as agents of Thomas 
Colepeper, bought the land. John Washington died in 1677, passing his portion of the land parcel to his 
son, Lawrence Washington. In 1690, Lawrence Washington split the property with Nicholas Spencer‟s 
heirs. Lawrence Washington passed away in 1726, leaving his estate to his daughter, Mildred. In 1726, 
Mildred sold the land to her brother, Augustine Washington.  
By 1735, Augustine and his family had moved on to the land. His son, Lawrence, made it his 
mission to acquire as much of the original 1674 parcel of land from the Spencer family as possible. 
Augustine, in the meanwhile, built a house overlooking the Potomac between 1741 and 1742. He died 
a year later in 1743, officially passing the house and land to Lawrence. In 1752, Lawrence passed 
away. He gave the property as a life estate to his widow, Anne Fairfax, and made his half-brother, 
George Washington, the remainderman. Anne quickly remarried into the Lee family and moved out. In 
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1754, Lawrence and Anne‟s only child died, so George officially leased Mount Vernon from Anne. By 
1757, George had bought the land outright from Anne Fairfax and had begun making improvements 
and renovations to the house and surrounding property (Dalzell, 1998).  
The South Grove midden was first discovered in 1948 by gardeners at Mount Vernon while 
attempting to relocate a holly tree. Between 1990 and 1994, archaeological excavations were conducted 
in a 30 by 30 foot area, including nine 10 by 10 foot test units. The stratigraphic layer pertinent to this 
study is capped by a coating of plaster laid down in 1759 during one of George Washington‟s 
improvements to Mount Vernon. According to potsherd analysis, the layer represents a period between 
1735 and 1758. The assemblage from this site consists of 1,952 bones (Breen, 2003). 
VIMS-Gloucester Point 
 This site is located on Gloucester Point in Gloucester, Virginia on the modern day Virginia 
Institute of Marine Science toxicology site. This is an elite site with no known documentation that dates 
from the second quarter of the eighteenth century. The original assemblage consisted of 7,587 bones, of 
which 1,392 were identifiable (Brown, 1995). 1,278 bones made up the assemblage used in this study.  
Wilton Plantation 
 Wilton Plantation is located on the James River in Henrico County, Virginia. William 
Randolph III, of the prominent Virginia Randolphs, built the house from 1750 to 1753. It was situated 
in the midst of a 2,000 acre tobacco farm overlooking the James River near Westover. The property 
remained in the Randolph family for five generations (Higgins, et al., 1999). The sample size for this 
study was 816 specimens.   
Peyton Randolph House 
 The Peyton Randolph House is located on the corner of North England Street and Nicholson 
Street in Williamsburg, Virginia. William Robertson built the original structure in 1715. Sir John 
Randolph purchased the property in 1721 and willed it to his son, Peyton Randolph, in 1737. Peyton 
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Randolph was deeply involved in pre-Revolutionary politics, culminating in an election to presidency 
of the First Continental Congress in 1774. His house‟s proximity to the Capitol in Colonial 
Williamsburg made it an excellent base of operations for all of his political activities. The faunal 
remains recovered for analysis date from 1745 to 1775, the year of Peyton Randolph‟s death. The 
original size of this collection equaled 7,028 bones (Edwards, et al., 1988). Only 1,454 were identified 
to a sufficiently detailed and relevant level to be used in this study.  
Shields Tavern 
Shields Tavern was located on the south side of the Duke of Gloucester Street, a few hundred 
feet from the Capitol in Williamsburg, Virginia. James Shields, the proprietor for the majority of the 
time period, also had two nearby rural plantations. The faunal remains used in this study dated from 
1738 to 1751. The specimens were recovered from different features such as an outbuilding, a 
walkway, and brick paving as well as from several layers of sheet refuse (Brown, et al., 1990). 
Although the tavern is classified as „middling‟, previous research suggests that elite and middling diets 
were comparable by the mid-eighteenth century (Bowen, 1996). Archaeologists were able to identify 
677 bones in the original analysis (Walsh, et al., 1997). This study only used 498 of the specimens.  
Storehouse, Coffeehouse, Tavern 
 This piece of property is located on the south side of the Duke of Gloucester Street, right next 
to the Capitol building in Colonial Williamsburg, Virginia. Francis Sharpe bought the property in 1713. 
He bequeathed it to his son, William Sharpe, in 1739. Robert Crichton then purchased the lot and, by 
1750, built a one-and-a-half story storehouse on the property. Nathaniel Walthoe purchased everything 
from Crichton in 1750. The building was converted the storehouse into a coffeehouse sometime around 
1755. He then rented the building and land to Richard Charlton, a local wigmaker. Its refined air and 
proximity to the Capitol made it a favored meeting place amongst the elite. For unknown reasons, 
Charlton announced that the Coffeehouse would henceforth be a tavern in 1767. By 1770, the tavern 
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closed. In 1771, Christiana Campbell operated a tavern for a short period. The property then transferred 
to Charlotte Dickson in 1772, who ran a shop and lived on site (TBD). 
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Appendix B: Complete Faunal Data for Each Site 
 
Monticello-Dry Well 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 5 0.142857143 -0.277987164 1 0.125 -0.2599302 0.084 0.188764 -0.3147183 
Ectopistes migratorius 1 0.028571429 -0.101581373 1 0.125 -0.2599302 0.011 0.0247191 -0.0914651 
Sciurus carolinensis 6 0.171428571 -0.302329473 2 0.25 -0.3465736 0.064 0.1438202 -0.2788949 
Didelphis virginiana 2 0.057142857 -0.163554336 2 0.25 -0.3465736 0.14 0.3146067 -0.3638213 
Wild Total: 4 (.40) 35  0.845452346 8  1.21300757 0.445  1.04889954 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Gallus gallus 14 0.019337017 -0.076298725 5 0.16129032 -0.2942821 0.199 0.0032023 -0.0183939 
Goose spp. 2 0.002762431 -0.01627526 1 0.03225806 -0.1107738 0.028 0.0004506 -0.0034717 
Bos taurus 153 0.211325967 -0.32847525 4 0.12903226 -0.2642184 31.305 0.5037656 -0.345404 
Bos taurus (Calf) 1 0.001381215 -0.009095016 1 0.03225806 -0.1107738 0.986 0.0158669 -0.0657448 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 57 0.078729282 -0.200109374 9 0.29032258 -0.3590601 7.479 0.1203534 -0.254827 
Sus scrofa 497 0.686464088 -0.258248728 11 0.35483871 -0.3676455 22.145 0.3563612 -0.3676972 
Domestic Total: 6 (.60) 724  0.888502353 31  1.50675378 62.142  1.05553851 
Combined Total: 10 759  1.7339547 39  2.71976134 62.587  2.10443805 
 
 
 
Total Evenness 
(Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness 
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.046 0.954 
MNI 0.21 0.79 
Biomass 0.007 0.993 
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Wilton Plantation 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 7 0.053030303 -0.155744261 1 0.038461538 -0.125311405 0.326 0.145665773 -0.2806164 
Family Catostomidae 11 0.083333333 -0.207075554 2 0.076923077 -0.197303797 0.1 0.044682752 -0.1388815 
Family Clupeidae 5 0.037878788 -0.123991061 2 0.076923077 -0.197303797 0.027 0.012064343 -0.0532942 
Family Ictaluridae 50 0.378787879 -0.367719287 7 0.269230769 -0.353280951 0.361 0.161304736 -0.294294 
Gadus morhua 1 0.007575758 -0.036990924 1 0.038461538 -0.125311405 0.02 0.00893655 -0.0421591 
Lepomis spp. 1 0.007575758 -0.036990924 1 0.038461538 -0.125311405 0.002 0.000893655 -0.0062736 
Morone saxatilis 7 0.053030303 -0.155744261 1 0.038461538 -0.125311405 0.022 0.009830206 -0.0454381 
Perca flavescens 10 0.075757576 -0.195470972 2 0.076923077 -0.197303797 0.033 0.014745308 -0.0621785 
Anas platyrhnchos 7 0.053030303 -0.155744261 2 0.076923077 -0.197303797 0.182 0.081322609 -0.2040654 
Didelphis virginiana 13 0.098484848 -0.228273359 2 0.076923077 -0.197303797 0.301 0.134495085 -0.2698278 
Odocoileus virginianus 1 0.007575758 -0.036990924 1 0.038461538 -0.125311405 0.31 0.138516533 -0.2738147 
Procyon lotor 2 0.015151515 -0.063479617 1 0.038461538 -0.125311405 0.242 0.108132261 -0.2405294 
Sciurus carolinensis 4 0.03030303 -0.105954775 1 0.038461538 -0.125311405 0.038 0.016979446 -0.069204 
Sylvilagus floridanus 13 0.098484848 -0.228273359 2 0.076923077 -0.197303797 0.274 0.122430742 -0.2571302 
Wild Total: 14 (.74) 132  2.098443536 26  2.414283568 2.238  2.2377070 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Gallus gallus 27 0.039473684 -0.127583726 2 0.105263158 -0.236978084 0.413 0.007187609 -0.0354737 
Bos taurus 106 0.15497076 -0.2889459 2 0.105263158 -0.236978084 16.976 0.295440306 -0.360227 
Bos taurus (Calf) 1 0.001461988 -0.009543798 1 0.052631579 -0.154970473 0.031 0.000539506 -0.0040597 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 43 0.062865497 -0.173933605 4 0.210526316 -0.328030446 5.42 0.094326488 -0.2227042 
Sus scrofa 507 0.74122807 -0.221958458 10 0.526315789 -0.337817835 34.65 0.603028194 -0.3050064 
Domestic Total: 5 (.26) 684  0.821965486 19  1.294774921 57.49  0.927471 
Combined Total: 19 816  2.920409022 45  3.70905849 59.728  3.1651780 
 
 Total Evenness 
(Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness 
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.161764706 0.838235294 
MNI  0.577777778 0.422222222 
Biomass  0.037469863 0.962530137 
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Kippax Plantation 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 6 0.08695652 -0.212378 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 0.287 0.1232818 -0.2580636 
Ictalurus catus 3 0.04347826 -0.13632584 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 0.055 0.0236254 -0.0884874 
Lepisosteus spp. 1 0.01449275 -0.06136386 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 0.007 0.0030069 -0.0174605 
Morone Americana 3 0.04347826 -0.13632584 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 0.004 0.0017182 -0.010939 
Sciaenops ocellatus 3 0.04347826 -0.13632584 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 0.047 0.020189 -0.07879 
Terrapene Carolina 1 0.01449275 -0.06136386 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 0.025 0.0107388 -0.0486887 
Anas platyrhnchos 4 0.05797101 -0.16509056 2 0.125 -0.2599302 0.169 0.0725945 -0.1904057 
Branta Canadensis 29 0.42028986 -0.36431173 2 0.125 -0.2599302 0.831 0.3569588 -0.3677157 
Didelphis virginiana 4 0.05797101 -0.16509056 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 0.114 0.0489691 -0.1477185 
Odocoileus virginianus 1 0.01449275 -0.06136386 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 0.463 0.1988832 -0.3212038 
Procyon lotor 1 0.01449275 -0.06136386 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 0.128 0.0549828 -0.1594906 
Sciurus carolinensis 10 0.14492754 -0.27993064 2 0.125 -0.2599302 0.1 0.0429553 -0.135206 
Sylvilagus floridanus 3 0.04347826 -0.13632584 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 0.098 0.0420962 -0.1333523 
Wild Total: 13 (.76) 69  1.97756028 16  2.5126585 2.328  1.9575215 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Gallus gallus 105 0.23127753 -0.33862196 10 0.4761905 -0.3533035 1.159 0.0235967 -0.0884086 
Bos taurus 95 0.2092511 -0.32731482 4 0.1904762 -0.315853 27.479 0.5594601 -0.324925 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 33 0.07268722 -0.19055607 2 0.0952381 -0.2239405 3.768 0.0767148 -0.1969775 
Sus scrofa 221 0.48678414 -0.3504527 5 0.2380952 -0.3416868 16.711 0.3402284 -0.3668132 
Domestic Total: 4 (.24) 454  1.20694555 21  1.2347838 49.117  0.9771243 
Combined Total: 17 523  3.18450584 37  3.7474423 51.445  2.9346458 
 
 Total Evenness  
(Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness 
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.13193117 0.86806883 
MNI  0.4324324 0.5675676 
Biomass  0.0452522 0.9547478 
 
 
 
 
Lapera 53 
 
Cawsons Plantation 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 236 0.855072464 -0.133877892 1 0.076923077 -0.197303797 3.532 0.733693394 -0.227198473 
Ictalurus catus 9 0.032608696 -0.111625314 1 0.076923077 -0.197303797 0.111 0.023057748 -0.086922025 
Lepisosteus spp. 8 0.028985507 -0.102636502 1 0.076923077 -0.197303797 0.307 0.063772331 -0.175529251 
Chelydra serpentine 2 0.007246377 -0.035704737 1 0.076923077 -0.197303797 0.089 0.018487744 -0.073778065 
Terrapene Carolina 15 0.054347826 -0.158279927 1 0.076923077 -0.197303797 0.233 0.048400499 -0.146568576 
Anas platyrhnchos 1 0.003623188 -0.020363771 4 0.307692308 -0.362663076 0.007 0.001454092 -0.009500128 
Odocoileus virginianus 2 0.007246377 -0.035704737 1 0.076923077 -0.197303797 0.433 0.089945991 -0.216639047 
Sciurus carolinensis 2 0.007246377 -0.035704737 1 0.076923077 -0.197303797 0.029 0.006024096 -0.030795107 
Sylvilagus floridanus 1 0.003623188 -0.020363771 2 0.153846154 -0.287969566 0.073 0.015164105 -0.063519768 
Wild Total: 9 (.64) 276  0.654261389 13  2.031759219 4.814  1.030450439 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Gallus gallus 19 0.015939597 -0.065973178 4 0.093023256 -0.220921466 0.286 0.001586219 -0.010225404 
Goose spp. 20 0.016778523 -0.068584825 2 0.046511628 -0.142700137 0.679 0.003765883 -0.021020304 
Bos taurus 313 0.262583893 -0.351123152 9 0.209302326 -0.327343717 110.35 0.612025313 -0.30049319 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 53 0.044463087 -0.138417856 4 0.093023256 -0.220921466 7.962 0.044158999 -0.137774246 
Sus scrofa 787 0.660234899 -0.274102856 24 0.558139535 -0.325476996 61.026 0.338463586 -0.366670724 
Domestic Total: 5 (.36) 1192  0.898201868 43  1.237363781 180.303  0.836183868 
Combined Total: 14 1468  1.552463257 56  3.269123 185.117  1.866634307 
 
 
 Total Evenness 
(Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness 
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.188010899 0.811989101 
MNI  0.232142857 0.767857143 
Biomass  0.026005175 0.973994825 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lapera 54 
 
Mount Vernon- South Grove 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 1 0.00095969 -0.0066688 0.023 0.001968504 -0.01226473 
Alosa pseudoharengus 1 0.00095969 -0.0066688 0.007 0.00059911 -0.00444543 
Alosa sapidissima 17 0.01631478 -0.0671465 0.05 0.004279356 -0.02333941 
Clupea harengus 1 0.00095969 -0.0066688 0.007 0.00059911 -0.00444543 
Esox niger 22 0.02111324 -0.0814518 0.185 0.015833619 -0.06564016 
Family Catostomidae 160 0.15355086 -0.2877118 0.566 0.048442314 -0.14665337 
Gadus morhua 5 0.00479846 -0.0256212 0.07 0.005991099 -0.03065933 
Ictalurus catus 62 0.05950096 -0.1678976 0.471 0.040311537 -0.12944509 
Lepisosteus spp. 66 0.06333973 -0.1747697 0.321 0.027473468 -0.09875433 
Lepomis macrochirus 28 0.0268714 -0.0971856 0.04 0.003423485 -0.01943545 
Lepomis microlophus 45 0.04318618 -0.1357011 0.151 0.012923656 -0.05620105 
Lepomis spp. 72 0.06909789 -0.1846455 0.091 0.007788429 -0.03781373 
Morone Americana 356 0.34165067 -0.3669214 0.433 0.037059226 -0.12211897 
Morone saxatilis 24 0.02303263 -0.0868524 0.053 0.004536118 -0.02447546 
Morone spp. 5 0.00479846 -0.0256212 0.008 0.000684697 -0.00498907 
Perca flavescens 81 0.07773512 -0.1985703 0.14 0.011982198 -0.05301324 
Chelydra serpentine 10 0.00959693 -0.0445903 0.273 0.023365286 -0.08777179 
Chrysemys rubiventris 7 0.00671785 -0.0336093 1.232 0.105443341 -0.23720339 
Chrysemys spp. 22 0.02111324 -0.0814518 0.534 0.045703526 -0.14102188 
Kinosternon subrubrum 2 0.00191939 -0.0120072 0.159 0.013608353 -0.05847607 
Terrapene Carolina 2 0.00191939 -0.0120072 0.107 0.009157823 -0.04297901 
Anas Americana 1 0.00095969 -0.0066688 0.013 0.001112633 -0.00756704 
Anas platyrhnchos 6 0.00575816 -0.0296956 0.118 0.010099281 -0.04640914 
Anser anser 4 0.00383877 -0.0213536 0.061 0.005220815 -0.02743591 
Aythya Americana 1 0.00095969 -0.0066688 0.057 0.004878466 -0.02596771 
Branta Canadensis 1 0.00095969 -0.0066688 0.026 0.002225265 -0.01359165 
Colinus virginianus 2 0.00191939 -0.0120072 0.005 0.000427936 -0.0033193 
Cygnus columbianus 2 0.00191939 -0.0120072 0.132 0.011297501 -0.05064866 
Cyanocitta cristata 1 0.00095969 -0.0066688 0.003 0.000256761 -0.00212274 
Ectopistes migratorius 2 0.00191939 -0.0120072 0.007 0.00059911 -0.00444543 
Didelphis virginiana 1 0.00095969 -0.0066688 0.04 0.003423485 -0.01943545 
Odocoileus virginianus 14 0.0134357 -0.0579057 6.041 0.517031838 -0.34106048 
 
Lapera 55 
 
Mount Vernon- South Grove (Continued) 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Procyon lotor 1 0.00095969 -0.0066688 0.083 0.007103732 -0.03514312 
Sciurus carolinensis 13 0.01247601 -0.0546942 0.138 0.011811024 -0.05242585 
Sciurus niger 2 0.00191939 -0.0120072 0.017 0.001454981 -0.00950505 
Sylvilagus floridanus 2 0.00191939 -0.0120072 0.022 0.001882917 -0.01181518 
Wild Total: 36 (.84) 1042  2.36746641 11.684  2.052039083 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Gallus gallus 164 0.18021978 -0.3088207 1.04 0.007892001 -0.03821232 
Goose spp. 8 0.00879121 -0.0416176 0.203 0.001540458 -0.00997551 
Bos taurus 177 0.19450549 -0.3184628 76.449 0.58013037 -0.31588239 
Bos aurus (Calf) 11 0.01208791 -0.0533748 2.083 0.015806767 -0.06555568 
Ovis aries 18 0.01978022 -0.0775992 3.487 0.026460969 -0.09610847 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 164 0.18021978 -0.3088207 15.355 0.116520842 -0.25048312 
Sus scrofa 368 0.4043956 -0.3661243 33.162 0.251648593 -0.34720501 
Domestic Total: 7 (.16) 910  1.47482011 131.779  1.123422503 
Combined Total: 43 1952  3.84228652 143.463  3.175461586 
 
 
 Total Evenness  
(Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness  
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.53381148 0.081442602 
Biomass  0.46618852 0.918557398 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lapera 56 
 
VIMS-Gloucester Point 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 7 0.15555556 -0.2894504 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.168 0.0588235 -0.16666 
Archosargus probatocephalus 5 0.11111111 -0.2441361 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.083 0.0290616 -0.10283 
Pogonias cromis 8 0.17777778 -0.3070615 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.472 0.1652661 -0.297512 
Sciaenops ocellatus 2 0.04444444 -0.1383785 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.083 0.0290616 -0.10283 
Chrysemys spp. 3 0.06666667 -0.1805367 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.089 0.0311625 -0.108088 
Family Kinosternidae 1 0.02222222 -0.0845925 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.02 0.0070028 -0.034744 
Anas platyrhnchos 3 0.06666667 -0.1805367 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.052 0.0182073 -0.072937 
Anser anser 10 0.22222222 -0.3342394 2 0.1538462 -0.28797 0.196 0.0686275 -0.183857 
Didelphis virginiana 1 0.02222222 -0.0845925 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.014 0.004902 -0.026069 
Odocoileus virginianus 4 0.08888889 -0.2151438 2 0.1538462 -0.28797 1.66 0.5812325 -0.315379 
Sylvilagus floridanus 1 0.02222222 -0.0845925 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.019 0.0066527 -0.033348 
Wild Total: 11 (.73) 45  2.1432605 13  2.3516733 2.856  1.4442543 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Gallus gallus 19 0.0152856 -0.0639067 4 0.1111111 -0.244136 0.208 0.0009089 -0.006365 
Bos taurus 559 0.44971842 -0.3593851 12 0.3333333 -0.366204 181.243 0.7913332 -0.185201 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 121 0.09734513 -0.2267648 7 0.1944444 -0.318424 13.099 0.0571921 -0.163646 
Sus scrofa 534 0.42960579 -0.3629685 13 0.3611111 -0.367817 34.289 0.1497107 -0.284308 
Domestic Total: 4 (.27) 1233  1.01302504 36  1.2965809 228.839  0.6395204 
Combined Total: 15 1278  3.15628554 49  3.6482542 231.695  2.0837747 
 
 
 Total Evenness  
(Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness  
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.03521127 0.96478873 
MNI  0.2653061 0.7346939 
Biomass  0.0123265 0.9876735 
 
 
 
 
 
Lapera 57 
 
Curles Neck Plantation 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 35 0.3977273 -0.3667001 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.935 0.1141497 -0.247733 
Family Ictaluridae 4 0.0454545 -0.1405019 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.039 0.0047613 -0.02546 
Lepisosteus spp. 19 0.2159091 -0.3309666 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.819 0.0999878 -0.230243 
Chelydra serpentine 4 0.0454545 -0.1405019 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.27 0.032963 -0.112482 
Terrapene Carolina 1 0.0113636 -0.0508788 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.287 0.0350385 -0.117425 
Bucephala clangula 1 0.0113636 -0.0508788 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.011 0.0013429 -0.008881 
Anas platyrhnchos 1 0.0113636 -0.0508788 2 0.1538462 -0.28797 0.019 0.0023196 -0.014072 
Anser anser 1 0.0113636 -0.0508788 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.022 0.0026859 -0.0159 
Odocoileus virginianus 10 0.1136364 -0.2471309 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 4.082 0.4983518 -0.347077 
Procyon lotor 4 0.0454545 -0.1405019 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.19 0.0231962 -0.087305 
Sylvilagus floridanus 7 0.0795455 -0.2013635 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 0.161 0.0196557 -0.077235 
Ursus americanus 1 0.0113636 -0.0508788 1 0.0769231 -0.197304 1.356 0.1655476 -0.297737 
Wild Total: 12 (.71) 88  1.8220609 13  2.4583113 8.191  1.5815473 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Gallus gallus 7 0.0090439 -0.0425577 2 0.0666667 -0.180537 0.1 0.000564 -0.004219 
Bos taurus 318 0.4108527 -0.3654619 9 0.3 -0.361192 131.228 0.7401174 -0.222736 
Bos taurus (Calf) 9 0.0116279 -0.0517947 1 0.0333333 -0.113373 2.859 0.0161246 -0.066553 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 43 0.0555556 -0.1605762 6 0.2 -0.321888 7.089 0.0399815 -0.128714 
Sus scrofa 397 0.5129199 -0.3424436 12 0.4 -0.366516 36.031 0.2032125 -0.32382 
Domestic Total: 5 (.29) 774  0.9628341 30  1.3435056 177.307  0.7460411 
Combined Total: 17 862  2.784895 43  3.801817 185.498  2.3275884 
 
 
 Total Evenness  
(Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness  
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.1020882 0.8979118 
MNI  0.3023256 0.6976744 
Biomass  0.0441568 0.9558432 
 
 
 
Lapera 58 
 
Ferry Farm 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 4 0.0110497 -0.049783 1 0.0208333 -0.08065 0.638 0.1058394 -0.237698 
Archosargus probatocephalus 4 0.0110497 -0.049783 1 0.0208333 -0.08065 0.087 0.0144326 -0.061169 
Bagre marinus 9 0.0248619 -0.09185 2 0.0416667 -0.132419 0.067 0.0111148 -0.050011 
Bairdiella chrysoura 5 0.0138122 -0.059146 1 0.0208333 -0.08065 0.025 0.0041473 -0.022749 
Cynoscion nebulosis 33 0.0911602 -0.218341 5 0.1041667 -0.2356 0.136 0.0225614 -0.085542 
Cynoscion regalis 11 0.0303867 -0.106164 4 0.0833333 -0.207076 0.074 0.012276 -0.054016 
Family Clupeidae 5 0.0138122 -0.059146 2 0.0416667 -0.132419 0.8 0.132714 -0.268024 
Family Mugilidae 1 0.0027624 -0.016275 1 0.0208333 -0.08065 0.002 0.0003318 -0.002658 
Family Pleuronectidae 1 0.0027624 -0.016275 1 0.0208333 -0.08065 0.007 0.0011612 -0.007848 
Lepisosteus spp. 21 0.058011 -0.165165 1 0.0208333 -0.08065 0.162 0.0268746 -0.097194 
Micropogon undulates 20 0.0552486 -0.159995 5 0.1041667 -0.2356 0.045 0.0074652 -0.036561 
Morone Americana 13 0.0359116 -0.119467 2 0.0416667 -0.132419 0.014 0.0023225 -0.014086 
Morone saxatilis 7 0.019337 -0.076299 3 0.0625 -0.173287 0.029 0.0048109 -0.025675 
Pogonias cromis 1 0.0027624 -0.016275 1 0.0208333 -0.08065 0.049 0.0081287 -0.039118 
Sciaenops ocellatus 5 0.0138122 -0.059146 2 0.0416667 -0.132419 0.127 0.0210683 -0.081323 
Chelydra serpentine 127 0.3508287 -0.367478 4 0.0833333 -0.207076 1.417 0.2350697 -0.340351 
Chrysemys spp. 3 0.0082873 -0.039721 1 0.0208333 -0.08065 0.133 0.0220637 -0.084147 
Ectopistes migratorius 1 0.0027624 -0.016275 1 0.0208333 -0.08065 0.007 0.0011612 -0.007848 
Didelphis virginiana 63 0.1740331 -0.304299 4 0.0833333 -0.207076 1.422 0.2358991 -0.340721 
Procyon lotor 15 0.0414365 -0.131917 3 0.0625 -0.173287 0.653 0.1083278 -0.240769 
Sciurus carolinensis 7 0.019337 -0.076299 2 0.0416667 -0.132419 0.098 0.0162575 -0.066968 
Sylvilagus spp. 6 0.0165746 -0.067954 1 0.0208333 -0.08065 0.036 0.0059721 -0.030581 
Wild Total: 22 (.79) 362  2.2670541 48  2.9075957 6.028  2.195057 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Duck spp. 22 0.0185341 -0.073917 3 0.0666667 -0.180537 0.237 0.0016354 -0.010493 
Gallus gallus 107 0.0901432 -0.216917 11 0.2444444 -0.344365 1.125 0.0077631 -0.037716 
Bos taurus 314 0.2645324 -0.351773 8 0.1777778 -0.307062 97.839 0.6751428 -0.265217 
Ovis aries 4 0.0033698 -0.019184 2 0.0444444 -0.138378 1.101 0.0075975 -0.037075 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 79 0.0665543 -0.180345 5 0.1111111 -0.244136 6.564 0.0452952 -0.140168 
Sus scrofa 661 0.556866 -0.326006 16 0.3555556 -0.367671 38.05 0.2625659 -0.351117 
Domestic Total: 6 (.21) 1187  1.1681415 45  1.5821487 144.916  0.8417867 
Combined Total: 28 1549  3.4351956 93  4.4897444 150.944  3.0368437 
Lapera 59 
 
Ferry Farm (Continued) 
 
 Total Evenness  
(Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness  
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.2336992 0.7663008 
MNI  0.516129 0.483871 
Biomass  0.0399353 0.9600647 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lapera 60 
 
Coffeehouse 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 289 0.29763131 -0.3606993 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 3.2 0.1871783 -0.313653 
Archosargus probatocephalus 58 0.05973223 -0.1683185 8 0.07843137 -0.1996495 0.866 0.0506551 -0.15109 
Callinectes sapidus 59 0.0607621 -0.1701818 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0 0 0 
Cynoscion spp. 12 0.01235839 -0.0542956 2 0.01960784 -0.0770946 0.122 0.0071362 -0.035271 
Family Catostomidae 4 0.00411946 -0.0226242 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.047 0.0027492 -0.01621 
Family Ictaluridae 18 0.01853759 -0.0739271 5 0.04901961 -0.1478203 0.132 0.0077211 -0.037554 
Lepisosteus spp. 1 0.00102987 -0.0070838 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.007 0.0004095 -0.003194 
Lepomis spp. 2 0.00205973 -0.0127398 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.004 0.000234 -0.001956 
Micropogon undulates 21 0.02162719 -0.0829144 3 0.02941176 -0.1037165 0.15 0.008774 -0.041553 
Morone Americana 26 0.02677652 -0.0969372 3 0.02941176 -0.1037165 0.074 0.0043285 -0.023558 
Morone saxatilis 9 0.0092688 -0.0433882 2 0.01960784 -0.0770946 0.033 0.0019303 -0.012064 
Paralichthys spp. 1 0.00102987 -0.0070838 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.016 0.0009359 -0.006527 
Pogonias cromis 60 0.06179197 -0.1720277 4 0.03921569 -0.127007 2.083 0.1218414 -0.25648 
Sciaenops ocellatus 56 0.0576725 -0.1645382 4 0.03921569 -0.127007 1.089 0.0636991 -0.175401 
Stenotomus chrysops 7 0.00720906 -0.0355581 3 0.02941176 -0.1037165 0.103 0.0060248 -0.030798 
Chelydra serpentine 13 0.01338826 -0.0577486 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.367 0.021467 -0.08246 
Chrysemys spp. 5 0.00514933 -0.0271312 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.09 0.0052644 -0.027621 
Family Cheloniidae 3 0.0030896 -0.017857 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.1 0.0058493 -0.030074 
Family Kinosternidae 1 0.00102987 -0.0070838 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.029 0.0016963 -0.010821 
Aix sponsa 2 0.00205973 -0.0127398 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.04 0.0023397 -0.014173 
Anas acuta 1 0.00102987 -0.0070838 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.019 0.0011114 -0.00756 
Anas Americana 4 0.00411946 -0.0226242 2 0.01960784 -0.0770946 0.04 0.0023397 -0.014173 
Anas crecca 4 0.00411946 -0.0226242 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.031 0.0018133 -0.011447 
Anas discors 4 0.00411946 -0.0226242 2 0.01960784 -0.0770946 0.031 0.0018133 -0.011447 
Anas platyrhnchos 35 0.03604531 -0.1197778 5 0.04901961 -0.1478203 0.524 0.0306504 -0.10682 
Anas rubripes 38 0.03913491 -0.1268261 4 0.03921569 -0.127007 0.424 0.0248011 -0.091686 
Anser anser 19 0.01956746 -0.0769762 4 0.03921569 -0.127007 0.575 0.0336336 -0.114093 
Aythya affinis 1 0.00102987 -0.0070838 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.019 0.0011114 -0.00756 
Aythya Americana 3 0.0030896 -0.017857 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.033 0.0019303 -0.012064 
Aythya marila 2 0.00205973 -0.0127398 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.028 0.0016378 -0.010506 
Aythya valisineria 4 0.00411946 -0.0226242 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.04 0.0023397 -0.014173 
 
 
Lapera 61 
 
Coffeehouse (continued) 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Branta Canadensis 32 0.03295572 -0.1124644 5 0.04901961 -0.1478203 0.667 0.039015 -0.126557 
Clangula hyemalis 1 0.00102987 -0.0070838 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.017 0.0009944 -0.006875 
Colinus virginianus 7 0.00720906 -0.0355581 3 0.02941176 -0.1037165 0.026 0.0015208 -0.009868 
Ectopistes migratorius 1 0.00102987 -0.0070838 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.007 0.0004095 -0.003194 
Lophodytes cucullatus 8 0.00823893 -0.0395377 3 0.02941176 -0.1037165 0.075 0.004387 -0.023817 
Mergus merganser 3 0.0030896 -0.017857 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.038 0.0022227 -0.013579 
Nycticorax nycticorax 1 0.00102987 -0.0070838 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.009 0.0005264 -0.003974 
Oxyura dominica 1 0.00102987 -0.0070838 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.009 0.0005264 -0.003974 
Oxyura jamaicensis 1 0.00102987 -0.0070838 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.005 0.0002925 -0.00238 
Pavo cristatus 1 0.00102987 -0.0070838 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.024 0.0014038 -0.009221 
Didelphis virginiana 10 0.01029866 -0.047124 2 0.01960784 -0.0770946 0.186 0.0108797 -0.049186 
Odocoileus virginianus 24 0.02471679 -0.0914588 2 0.01960784 -0.0770946 4.446 0.2600608 -0.35026 
Oryctolagus cuniculus 1 0.00102987 -0.0070838 1 0.00980392 -0.0453429 0.029 0.0016963 -0.010821 
Rabbit spp. 49 0.05046344 -0.1507094 3 0.02941176 -0.1037165 0.637 0.0372602 -0.12258 
Sciurus carolinensis 57 0.05870237 -0.1664374 6 0.05882353 -0.1666596 0.461 0.0269654 -0.097431 
Sylvilagus floridanus 12 0.01235839 -0.0542956 2 0.01960784 -0.0770946 0.144 0.008423 -0.040235 
Wild Total: 47 (.90) 971  2.81874796 102  3.61333115 17.096  2.5459417 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Gallus gallus 498 0.17418678 -0.3044135 29 0.32954545 -0.365809 4.679 0.0205217 -0.079753 
Bos taurus 423 0.14795383 -0.2827183 9 0.10227273 -0.2331933 94.771 0.4156586 -0.364903 
Bos taurus (Calf) 232 0.08114725 -0.2038005 8 0.09090909 -0.2179905 17.403 0.0763283 -0.196371 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 647 0.2263029 -0.3362592 22 0.25 -0.3465736 40.702 0.178516 -0.307597 
Sus scrofa 1059 0.37040923 -0.3678708 20 0.22727273 -0.3367283 70.447 0.3089754 -0.36289 
Domestic Total: 5 (10) 2859  1.49506228 88  1.50029463 228.002  1.3115131 
Combined Total: 52 3830  4.31381024 190  5.11362579 245.098  3.8574548 
 
 Total Evenness  
(Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness  
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.2535248 0.7464752 
MNI  0.53684211 0.46315789 
Biomass  0.0697517 0.9302483 
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Peyton Randolph House 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 108 0.45762712 -0.3577274 1 0.05 -0.14978661 2.081 0.4099685 -0.3655586 
Alosa sapidissima 1 0.00423729 -0.0231518 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.016 0.0031521 -0.0181551 
Archosargus probatocephalus 2 0.00847458 -0.0404295 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.048 0.0094563 -0.0440764 
Family Catostomidae 2 0.00847458 -0.0404295 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.02 0.0039401 -0.0218146 
Family Ictaluridae 4 0.01694915 -0.0691108 2 0.1 -0.23025851 0.033 0.0065012 -0.0327385 
Gadus morhua 1 0.00423729 -0.0231518 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.065 0.0128054 -0.0558044 
Lepisosteus spp. 4 0.01694915 -0.0691108 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.065 0.0128054 -0.0558044 
Morone Americana 3 0.01271186 -0.0554901 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.005 0.000985 -0.0068192 
Morone saxatilis 3 0.01271186 -0.0554901 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.008 0.001576 -0.01017 
Pogonias cromis 2 0.00847458 -0.0404295 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.16 0.0315209 -0.108971 
Stenotomus chrysops 1 0.00423729 -0.0231518 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.02 0.0039401 -0.0218146 
Chelydra serpentine 75 0.31779661 -0.3643041 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.594 0.1170213 -0.2510574 
Chrysemys spp. 6 0.02542373 -0.0933578 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.131 0.0258077 -0.0943809 
Family Cheloniidae 5 0.02118644 -0.0816609 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.089 0.0175335 -0.0708992 
Colinus virginianus 3 0.01271186 -0.0554901 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.007 0.001379 -0.0090829 
Didelphis virginiana 4 0.01694915 -0.0691108 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.146 0.0287628 -0.1020698 
Odocoileus virginianus 10 0.04237288 -0.1339511 2 0.1 -0.23025851 2.189 0.4312451 -0.3627111 
Procyon lotor 2 0.00847458 -0.0404295 1 0.05 -0.14978661 0.029 0.0057132 -0.0295084 
Wild Total: 18 (72) 236  1.63597757 20  2.857102837 5.706  1.6614362 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Duck spp. 22 0.0180624 -0.0725011 4 0.057142857 -0.16355434 0.173 0.0013501 -0.0089209 
Gallus gallus 155 0.1272578 -0.2623471 25 0.357142857 -0.36772122 1.457 0.0113705 -0.0509026 
Goose spp. 33 0.0270936 -0.0977661 3 0.042857143 -0.13499498 0.602 0.004698 -0.0251843 
Bos taurus 275 0.22577997 -0.3360045 6 0.085714286 -0.21057735 71.273 0.5562163 -0.3262754 
Bos taurus (Calf) 76 0.06239737 -0.1731048 4 0.057142857 -0.16355434 7.822 0.0610431 -0.1706872 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 158 0.12972085 -0.264938 11 0.157142857 -0.29080857 11.342 0.0885133 -0.2146095 
Sus scrofa 499 0.40968801 -0.3655889 17 0.242857143 -0.34371132 35.47 0.2768088 -0.355541 
Domestic Total: 7 (28) 1218  1.57225049 70  1.674922113 128.139  1.1521208 
Combined Total: 25 1454  3.20822806 90  4.53202495 133.845  2.813557 
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Peyton Randolph House (Continued) 
 
 Total Evenness 
(Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness 
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.16231087 0.83768913 
MNI  0.222222222 0.777777778 
Biomass  0.0426314 0.9573686 
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Shields Tavern 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 4 0.1025641 -0.2335659 2 0.08333333 -0.2070756 
Archosargus probatocephalus 1 0.02564103 -0.0939375 1 0.04166667 -0.1324189 
Callinectes sapidus 1 0.02564103 -0.0939375 1 0.04166667 -0.1324189 
Morone Americana 1 0.02564103 -0.0939375 1 0.04166667 -0.1324189 
Morone saxatilis 4 0.1025641 -0.2335659 1 0.04166667 -0.1324189 
Pogonias cromis 5 0.12820513 -0.2633492 2 0.08333333 -0.2070756 
Sciaenops ocellatus 2 0.05128205 -0.1523289 2 0.08333333 -0.2070756 
Anas platyrhnchos 6 0.15384615 -0.2879696 6 0.25 -0.3465736 
Anser anser 2 0.05128205 -0.1523289 2 0.08333333 -0.2070756 
Ardea Herodias 3 0.07692308 -0.1973038 1 0.04166667 -0.1324189 
Colinus virginianus 1 0.02564103 -0.0939375 1 0.04166667 -0.1324189 
Ectopistes migratorius 1 0.02564103 -0.0939375 1 0.04166667 -0.1324189 
Odocoileus virginianus 5 0.12820513 -0.2633492 2 0.08333333 -0.2070756 
Sylvilagus floridanus 3 0.07692308 -0.1973038 1 0.04166667 -0.1324189 
Wild Total: 14 (.74) 39  2.45075259 24  2.44130264 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity 
Gallus gallus 31 0.06753813 -0.1820195 11 0.28947368 -0.3588579 
Bos taurus 125 0.27233115 -0.3542311 5 0.13157895 -0.2668616 
Bos taurus (Calf) 37 0.08061002 -0.2029867 1 0.02631579 -0.095726 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 94 0.20479303 -0.3247517 11 0.28947368 -0.3588579 
Sus scrofa 172 0.37472767 -0.3678161 10 0.26315789 -0.3513161 
Domestic Total: 5 (.26) 459  1.43180502 38  1.43161941 
Combined Total: 19 498  3.88255761 62  3.87292205 
 
 
 Total Evenness  
(Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness  
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.07831325 0.92168675 
MNI  0.38709677 0.61290323 
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Storehouse 
 
Wild Speices NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 2 0.125 -0.2599302 1 0.1 -0.2302585 0.175 0.22845953 -0.337297 
Archosargus probatocephalus 2 0.125 -0.2599302 1 0.1 -0.2302585 0.058 0.07571802 -0.195408 
Callinectes sapidus 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 1 0.1 -0.2302585 0 0 0 
Cynoscion spp. 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 1 0.1 -0.2302585 0.03 0.03916449 -0.126892 
Lepisosteus spp. 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 1 0.1 -0.2302585 0.096 0.12532637 -0.260282 
Morone Americana 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 1 0.1 -0.2302585 0.004 0.00522193 -0.027441 
Pogonias cromis 2 0.125 -0.2599302 1 0.1 -0.2302585 0.074 0.09660574 -0.225779 
Didelphis virginiana 2 0.125 -0.2599302 1 0.1 -0.2302585 0.049 0.06396867 -0.175873 
Sylvilagus floridanus 1 0.0625 -0.1732868 1 0.1 -0.2302585 0.036 0.04699739 -0.143702 
Procyon lotor 3 0.1875 -0.3138706 1 0.1 -0.2302585 0.244 0.31853786 -0.364412 
Wild Total: 10 (58.8) 16  2.22002533 10  2.30258509 0.766  1.8570862 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Duck spp. 16 0.04456825 -0.1386399 3 0.11111111 -0.2441361 0.212 0.00450738 -0.024349 
Gallus gallus 17 0.04735376 -0.1444341 5 0.18518519 -0.3122961 0.424 0.00901476 -0.04245 
Goose spp. 9 0.02506964 -0.0924091 2 0.07407407 -0.1927918 0.28 0.00595314 -0.030503 
Sus scrofa 138 0.38440111 -0.3675139 7 0.25925926 -0.349981 13.77 0.29276693 -0.359629 
Bos taurus 101 0.28133705 -0.3567922 3 0.11111111 -0.2441361 25.59 0.5440745 -0.331161 
Bos taurus (Calf) 22 0.06128134 -0.1711146 3 0.11111111 -0.2441361 2.528 0.05374835 -0.15713 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 56 0.15598886 -0.2898227 4 0.14814815 -0.2828952 4.23 0.08993494 -0.216623 
Domestic Total: 7 (41.2) 359  1.56072663 27  1.87037231 47.034  1.1618451 
Combined Total: 17 375  3.78075196 37  4.1729574 47.8  3.0189313 
 
 
 Total Evenness 
 (Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness  
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.04266667 0.95733333 
MNI  0.27027027 0.72972973 
Biomass  0.0160251 0.9839749 
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Tavern 
 
Wild Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Acipenser spp. 2 0.2 -0.3218876 1 0.16666667 -0.2986266 0.063 0.3088235 -0.362863 
Archosargus probatocephalus 3 0.3 -0.3611918 1 0.16666667 -0.2986266 0.067 0.3284314 -0.365684 
Sciaenops ocellatus 2 0.2 -0.3218876 2 0.33333333 -0.3662041 0.054 0.2647059 -0.35183 
Procyon lotor 1 0.1 -0.2302585 1 0.16666667 -0.2986266 0.006 0.0294118 -0.103716 
Sciurus spp. 2 0.2 -0.3218876 1 0.16666667 -0.2986266 0.014 0.0686275 -0.183857 
Wild Total: 5 (41.7) 10  1.5571131 6  1.56071041 0.204  1.3679514 
 
Domestic Species NISP Evenness Diversity MNI Evenness Diversity Biomass Evenness Diversity 
Duck spp. 4 0.00934579 -0.0436713 1 0.03703704 -0.122068 0.04 0.0005646 -0.004223 
Gallus gallus 9 0.02102804 -0.0812081 4 0.14814815 -0.2828952 0.193 0.0027244 -0.016089 
Goose spp. 4 0.00934579 -0.0436713 2 0.07407407 -0.1927918 0.184 0.0025974 -0.015463 
Bos taurus 139 0.32476636 -0.3652482 3 0.11111111 -0.2441361 39.46 0.5570221 -0.325942 
Bos taurus (Calf) 24 0.05607477 -0.1615553 3 0.11111111 -0.2441361 3.548 0.050084 -0.149954 
Ovis aries/Capra hircus 46 0.10747664 -0.2397247 4 0.14814815 -0.2828952 4.794 0.0676727 -0.182247 
Sus scrofa 202 0.47196262 -0.3543757 10 0.37037037 -0.367871 22.622 0.3193348 -0.364526 
Domestic Total: 7 (58.3) 428  1.28945468 27  1.73679339 70.841  1.0584438 
Combined Total: 12 438  2.84656778 33  3.2975038 71.045  2.4263952 
 
 
 Total Evenness  
(Wild Total/Combined Total) 
Total Evenness  
(Domestic Total/Combined Total) 
NISP 0.02283105 0.97716895 
MNI  0.18181818 0.81818182 
Biomass  0.0028714 0.9971286 
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Appendix C: All Calculations from Faunal Data for Each Site 
 
Rural Totals 
 
 Monticello Wilton Kippax Cawsons Mt. Vernon VIMS Curles Neck Ferry Farm AVG-RURAL 
# Total Species 11 19 17 14 43 15 17 28 20.5 
# Wild Species 5 14 13 9 36 11 12 22 15.25 
% Wild Species 46 74 76 64 84 73 71 79 70.875 
# Domestic Species 6 5 4 5 7 4 5 6 5.25 
% Domestic Species 54 26 24 36 16 27 29 21 29.125 
Total NISP 759 816 523 1468 1952 1278 862 1549 1150.875 
Wild NISP 35 132 69 276 1042 45 88 362 256.125 
Even Wild NISP 4.6 16.2 13.2 18.8 53.4 3.52 10.2 23.4 17.915 
Domestic NISP 724 684 454 1192 910 1233 774 1187 894.75 
Even Domestic NISP 95.4 83.8 86.8 81.2 46.6 96.5 89.8 76.6 82.0875 
Total MNI 39 45 37 56 - 49 43 93 51.71428571 
Wild MNI 8 26 16 13 - 13 13 48 19.57142857 
Even Wild MNI 21 57.8 43.2 23.1 - 26.5 30.2 51.6 36.2 
Domestic MNI 37 19 21 43 - 36 30 45 33 
Even Domestic MNI 79 42.2 56.8 76.8 - 73.5 69.8 48.4 63.78571429 
Total Biomass 62.587 59.728 51.445 185.117 143.46 231.7 185.5 150.944 133.80925 
Wild Biomass 0.445 2.238 2.328 4.814 11.684 2.856 8.191 6.028 4.823 
Even Wild Biomass 0.7 3.75 4.5 2.6 8.1 1.2 4.4 4 3.65625 
Domestic Biomass 62.142 57.49 49.117 180.303 131.779 228.84 177.31 144.916 128.986625 
Even Domestic Biomass 99.3 96.25 95.5 97.4 91.9 98.8 95.6 96 96.34375 
Total NISP Diversity 2.04 2.92 3.18 1.55 3.84 3.15 2.78 3.44 2.8625 
Wild NISP Diversity 1.15 2.09 1.98 0.654 2.37 2.14 1.82 2.27 1.80925 
Domestic NISP Diversity 0.889 0.822 1.2 0.898 1.47 1.01 0.963 1.17 1.05275 
Total MNI Diversity 3.07 3.71 3.75 3.26 - 3.65 3.8 4.49 3.675714286 
Wild MNI Diversity 1.56 2.41 2.51 2.03 - 2.35 2.46 2.91 2.318571429 
Domestic MNI Diversity 1.51 1.29 1.23 1.24 - 1.3 1.34 1.58 1.355714286 
Total Biomass Diversity 2.47 3.17 2.93 1.87 3.18 2.08 2.33 3.04 2.63375 
Wild Biomass Diversity 1.41 2.24 1.95 1.03 2.05 1.44 1.58 2.2 1.7375 
Domestic Biomass Diversity 1.05 0.927 0.977 0.836 1.12 0.64 0.746 0.842 0.89225 
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Urban Totals 
 
 PR House Storehouse Tavern Coffeehouse Shields AVG-URBAN 
# Total Species 25 17 12 52 19 25 
# Wild Species 18 10 5 47 14 18.8 
% Wild Species 72 58.8 41.7 90 74 67.3 
# Domestic Species 7 7 7 5 5 6.2 
% Domestic Species 28 41.2 58.3 10 26 32.7 
Total NISP 1454 375 438 3830 498 1319 
Wild NISP 236 16 10 971 39 254.4 
Even Wild NISP (%) 16.2 4.3 2.3 25.4 7.8 11.2 
Domestic NISP 1218 359 428 2859 459 1064.6 
Even Domestic NISP (%) 83.8 95.7 97.7 74.6 92.2 88.8 
Total MNI 90 37 33 190 62 82.4 
Wild MNI 20 10 6 102 24 32.4 
Even Wild MNI (%) 22.2 27 18.2 53.7 38.7 31.96 
Domestic MNI 70 27 27 88 38 50 
Even Domestic MNI (%) 77.8 73 81.8 46.3 61.3 68.04 
Total Biomass 133.845 47.8 71.045 245.098 - 124.447 
Wild Biomass 5.706 0.766 0.204 17.096 - 5.943 
Even Wild Biomass (%) 4.3 1.6 0.3 7 - 3.3 
Domestic Biomass 128.139 47.034 70.841 228.002 - 118.504 
Even Domestic Biomass (%) 95.7 98.4 99.7 93 - 96.7 
Total NISP Diversity 3.21 3.78 2.85 4.31 3.88 3.606 
Wild NISP Diversity 1.64 2.22 1.56 2.82 2.45 2.138 
Domestic NISP Diversity 1.57 1.56 1.29 1.5 1.43 1.47 
Total MNI Diversity 4.53 4.17 3.3 5.11 3.87 4.196 
Wild MNI Diversity 2.86 2.3 1.56 3.61 2.44 2.554 
Domestic MNI Diversity 1.67 1.87 1.74 1.5 1.43 1.642 
Total Biomass Diversity 2.81 3.02 2.43 3.86 - 3.03 
Wild Biomass Diversity 1.66 1.86 1.37 2.55 - 1.86 
Domestic Biomass Diversity 1.15 1.16 1.06 1.31 - 1.17 
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